


crdc c Ljn^fislt c Wor^s of 
c ^jiU c F(am m 0(1 un ( T{ov 


Gifted by 

"WA BAMMnHJV rs\ | -y.n.v FOMDATIOn 

' **** b >' ' W ■ : : 5 : ure 

fit .. Go «"«*i.ufVai 

©took DD«34, Bector-J i. a ;i Lake Ch* 
CALCUTTA - 700064 * 






(Ejtt <ffis(\ c COorfs of 



11'!': Mil i!l : ' 'IK; llll! Illi III! 

' ' •n 


Editor 

JOGENDRA CHUNDER GHOSE 


With an English Translation of 

TUHFATUL MUWAHHIDDIN 


VOLUME TV 



COSMO PUBLICATIONS 




qy 

0‘S ! 

V- 4 


* 8 r 

^cufra- 7ooo5o’ 


First Published 1906 


Published by : 

Rani Kapoor (Mrs.) 
COSMO PUBLICATIONS 
24- B, Ansari Road, 

New Delhi-110002 

Printed at : 

Taj Offset Press 
Delhi 



CONTENTS. 


Paob. 

Biographical Sketch of the Author ... ... ... ... i* 

Introduction ... ... . . xiii 

Translation of an abridgment of the Vedanta ... ... ... 1 

T)o. the Mundakopanishad ... ... 10 

Do. the Kenopanishad ... ... ... ... 83 

Do. the Kathopanishad ... ... ... . . 43 

Do. the Isopanishad ... ... . . 61 

Divine Worship by means of the Gayatri ... ... . . 79 

A Defence of Hindu Theism ... ... ... ... ... 87 

A Second Defence of the Monotheistieal System of the Vedas ... 101 

An Apology for the Pursuit of Final Beatitude ... 127 

Religious instructions founded on sacred authorities ... ... 133 

The Brahmunical Magazine . . ... ... ... ... 143 

Answer of a Hindu, &c. ... ... ... ... 199 

Translation of a Sanskrit Tract on Different Modes of Worship 205 
Humble Suggestions, &c. ... ... .. ... 209 

The Trust-deed of the Brahmo Samaj ... ... ... 213 

Autobiographical Sketch ... ... ... ... 223 

Introduction, Ac. ... ... ... ... ... 227 

Preliminary Remarks -Brief Sketch of the Ancient and Modern 
Boundaries and History of India ... ... ... ... 231 

Questions and Answers on the Judicial System of India ... 239 

Do. do. on the Revenue System of India ... 277 

A paper on the Revenue System of India ... ... ... 287 

Additional Queries, respecting the condition of India... ... 295 

Appendix ... ... ... ... ... 803 

Remarks on Settlement in India by Europeans ... ... 811 



( Vi ) 


Page, 

Trmslal inn of a ( 'onfrrenee between an Advocate for, and an 
Opponent of, the practice of Burning Widows Alive ; from 
I he original Bungla .. ... ... 321 

A second Conference bet ween an Advocate for, and an Opponent 
of, the pruetiee of Burning Widows Alive . ... 333 

Abstract of the Argimients icgarding tin* Burning of Widows, 
considered as a Religious Kite . . . . ... 365' 

Brief Remarks regarding Modern Encroachments on the Ancient 

Rights of Kemah-s, lecordmg to the Hindoo Law of Inherit- 
ance 373 

Kssa\ on the Rights o! Hindoos over Ancestral Property ac- 
cording to i In * Law ol Bengal. Appendix: Hindoo Law of 
Inheritance .. 385 

Petition against the Press Regulation : (1) to the Supreme Court, 
and (2) to the King m Council ... 488 

A letter to Lotd Amherst on English Education ... ... 469 

Address to Lord William Bentinek ... ... ... 475 

Anti-Sutt.ee Petition to the House of Commons .. ... 410 

The Precepts of Jesus the Guide to Peace and Happiness ... 481 

An Appeal to t he Christ urn Public in Defence of the Precepts 
of Jesus ...... 54B 

Second Appeal to t he ditto ditto ... *>®b 

Final Appeal to the ditto ditto ... #77 

A Letter on the Prospects of Christianity ... ... 875 

The (k)inmon Basis of Hindooism and Christianity . ... 889 

A Dialogue between a Missionary and Three Chinese Converts 909 

Speeches and Letters ... ... 915 

Petition u> Government against the Resumption of Lakheraj 
Lands ... ... ... ... 985 

A Present to the Belie\ers *n one God ... ... ... 941 

Index 958 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS. 


1. 

Portrait of Raja Rammohun Itoy 

... 

.. Frontispiece . 

2. 

t -» 

To face page 

223 

3. 

Death-mask „ „ 

*> »» « 

481 

4. 

Tomb „ • »t 

»» • 

875 




BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OP THE AUTHOR. 


Kaja Knmmnhim Kov, the founder of (ho lira lima Samaj or the 
Theist ie Church of India, was horn at Uadhanagar, Bengal, in May 
1772, of an ancient and honourable Brahman family. His father gave 
him a good education ; lie learnt Persian al home, Arabic at Pafua 
< where he st udied Euclid, Aristoth* and the Koran), and Sanskrit at 
Benares. Although a dewmt idolater ir bovhood, he early began 
to doubt and speculate, and af fifteen left home to study Buddhism 
in Tibet, where his critieisms on la ma-wmrship gave much offence. 
After some years’ travel he ref urncd, but, his anti-idolatrous senti- 
ments obliging him to leave home, he lived at Benares until his 
fathers death in 1808. After this, he spent about ten Nears in the 
Hast India Company's ser\ iee, latterly as Jlewan or head officer in 
the collection of Kevenues. During this period he first begat 
to assemble his friends together for evening discussions on the 
absurdities of idolatory, and lie also issued his first work, Tuhfat 
ul-M uwahhiddin (“A gilt to Monotheists”). This treatise was in 
Persian, with an Arabic preface, and was a bold protest against 
.superstition and priestcraft. These proceedings brought on him much 
host ill t\ t and even persecution, and in I8M In* retired to Calcutta foi 
greater safety. Herein* soon established a little Friendly Society 
(Atmi \ a Kabha), which met weekly to read the Hindu Scriptures and 
to chant Monotheistic hymns. In 1810 he translated the Vedanta 
into Bengali and Hindustani, following this by a series of translations 
from the Upanishads into Bengali, Hindustani and English, with 
introductions and comments of his own. These works he published 
at his own cost and disseminated widely among his countrymen. His 
writings excited much opposition and gave rise to numerous contro- 
versies, in which his ability, tact and learning rendered him fully 
a match for his ant agonists. But the deadliest blow' he inflicted 
upon Hindu superstition was his effective agitation against the rite 
of flutteo, the burning of living widow's on the piles of their deceased 
husbands 
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In 1811 hr* h;m town a horrified witness of this sacrifice in his 
elder brut her’s family, and he had sowed never to rest until he had 
uprooted this custom. Ho exposed tin* hollow pretences of its advo- 
<*itt.es in elaborate pamphlets both in Bengali and English, and pressed 
thomattoi in e\er\ possi file w;is , t ill at last t lie t ulc of public feeling 
tinned, and on December 1, 1820, Lord William Henfinck issued a 
regukit ion abolishing Suttee throughout all the territories subject, 
to Port William. Kamniohun was an aetive politician and philan- 
thropist. He built school-houses and established schools in which 
useful knowledge was gr.it iiitouslv (aught through tin* medium both 
ot the English and the n.iti\e languages. Me wrote a suggestive 
Bcnga 1 1 tii'iiiiinia), of wbieh he published one version in English 
(I MINI) and one m Hengali (18:12). lie wrote valuable pamphlets on 
Hindu law and made strenuous exertions for the freedom ot the 
native Dress; he a Ko est a bl ished (1822) and mainly conducted two 
nat i v e newspapers, t lie So inbud iutuvnuh in Bengali, and the Mirat - 
al-Akhlmr in Persian and made them the means of diffusing much 
useful political information. Boenmmg interested in Christ ianit) 
he learned Hebrew and Creek m order lo read the Bible in the ori- 
ginal languages, and in 1820 he issued a selection from The fou»’ 
( lospels cut it led t fie lN*ecepts of Jesus, the (iuide to Peace and happi- 
ness. This was attacked by t he Baptist .Missionaries of Seratnpur, 
anda long emit roversy ensued in which lie published three remark- 
able Appeals to t he Christian Public in defence ot the '* Precepts of 
Jesus.” He also wrote other theological tracts (sound irnes under 
assumed names) m which he attacked both Hindu and Christian 
orthodox) witli a strong hand. But his personal relations with 
ort hodox Christi:i ,, K were never unfriend!) . and he rendered 'valu- 
able assistance to Dr. Duff in the latter’s educational schemes* 
He also warmly befriended a Unitarian Christian Mission which 
wan started in Calcutta (1824) by Mr. William Adam, formerly a 
Baptist Missionary, who, in attempting to convert Rammohua 
to trinitariamsm was himself converted to the opposite view. This. 
Unitarian Mission though not r> theological success, attracted 
considerable sympathy among the Hindu Monotheists, whose Afmiy* 
Sabha had then become extinct. At last Uammohun felt able to 
re-embody his cherished ideal, and on August 20, 1828, he opened 
the lirnt Brahma Association (Brahma Sabha) at a hired house. 
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A suitable church-building was then erected and placed »" the 
hands of t rustees, with a small endowment and a r»m„i rkabie trust- 
deed I > y which the building was set apart “for the worship and 
adoration of the Eternal, Ensea reliable and Immutable Being, who* 
i^ the Author and Preserver of the uni\ crsc." The new church 
was formally opened on the lltli Magli (January 2.‘b, 18.‘10, from which 
day th“ brahma Sama.j dates its existence. Having now succeeded 
in his chief proje< Is, Hammohun resolved to \ isit England, and the 
King ol l)«*Ihi appointed him en\oy thither on special business, and 
give him the title of Raja. He armed in England on April 8, 
1 H.*; 1 , and was tecem*d with universal cordiality and respect. He 
watched with special anxiety the parliamentary discussions on the 
renewal of the East India Company's cluirter and gave much valuable 
evidence Indore 1 he Hoard of Control on the condition of India. 
Tins he republished with additional suggestions (“ Exposition of the 
Practical operation oi the Judicial and Revenue Systems of India”) 
and also reissued his important “Essay on the Right of Hindus over 
AMeestr.il Rroportv” He visited Franco, and wished to visit Ame- 
rica, but died unexpectedly of brain-lever at Bristol, September 27, 
1 HX\. The Encifeloinvdia iiritanuica . 




INTRODUCTION. 


All earnest attempts at reform, whether religious, soeiul, political 
or of any other description, are based on faith in the ultimate triumph 
of truth and justice and humanitx, which is synonymous with a belief 
in the moral government of the Universe. This is an essential ele- 
ment in religions belief. One would, therefore, expect to find Raja 
Rainmohun Roy, tin lirst all-round reformer in modern India, “above 
all and beneath all a religious personality. The many and far-reaching 
ramifications of his prolific energy were forth-put tings of one purpose 
The root of his life was religion, lie would never have been able to 
go so far or to move his count v\ men so might ily as he did but for the 
driving power of an intense 1 theistic passion.” As in his life so in 
his writings, religion occupies the foremost place. His writings on 
religious subjects are (he 1 most important and most voluminous. Rut 
their very extent and variety arc apt to puzzle those who may strive 
to find out flic exact nature of his religious faith. The laic; Rabu 
Rajnarain Rose had it from his father, a disciple of the Raja, that 
the latter before Ins departure to England bad foretold that after 
his death various sects would claim him as belonging to their own 
particular ranks, but he declared that he did not belong to any parti- 
cular sect. What the Raja foresaw lias actualh taken place. “It 
has been said that Kammohun Rov delighted t<» pass for a believer 
in the Vedanta with the Hindus, for a Christian among the adherents 
of that creed, and for a disciple of the Koran with flic champions of 
lslamism.* The truth is that his eclecticism equalled his sincerity." \ 
It would be out of place here to enter into a discussion of the ques- 
tion of his religious belief.) Sutlice it to say that he believed in 
pure theism, as his Tuhjnt-ul-M uuwhlutldm on tin* one hand and 
the Trust-Deed ol the Rrahmo Samaj on the other, in addition to 

Ills habit, 111 Ills i elisions eontioxeisie^ w if li v.u urns serfs, ol taking Ins stand nut 
mfirly upon pun* jr.isoii hut maniR upon then sei iptuirs led some people to think that he 
Wiis nil things to ill I men 1 his, of ionise, is a mistake His coiitiovrrsial method 
was meant to commie tin* follower oi dilTrient l.uths that even their sei iptuies, which 
they professed implicitly to follow, enjoined the woislup of the one tine Hod 

a 'fin' ( 1 ()Yitpynpov(ivy K i ofiii mu of 1 \Ahjioux 1 bought % hv t ount (tobletd Alviella, p. 1 33* 
+ For an exhaustive discussion of the subject see the Raja’s biography m Bengali, by 
Babu Nagendranatli Chatterji, which ought to be translated into English 



( Xiv ) 


many of his other works, prove conclusively. Ho did not reject any 
truth to lx* lound in any scriptures or in the teachings of any 
prophet or saint ; he revered and accepted truth from all quarters . 
hut at tin* s.ime time he did not accept, any book or teacher as 
jnfal’ihlc. It should not, however, he forgotten that though he 
was thus cosmopolitan in his acceptance o< truth, there are 
reasons to think that he helie\ed in what may be called national or 
racial manifestations or developments of universal theisi* . His 
partiality (in no narrow sensei tor tin* ethical portion of Christ's 
teachings is evident. Hut it would lx* wrong to suppose for that 
reason that In* was exclusively 01 even principally a follower of 
Jesus. In making this statement we do not solely or chiefly rclv on his 
prose u i it nigs in Sanskrit , Amine, Persian, English or Bengali. His 
hymns m Bengali, t oo, in our opinion, afford a correct idea of the faith 
that lay enshrined in the deepest recesses of his heart, Eor, poetry 
springs tnmj a deeper source in t Ik* soul t Iran anything that is merely 
didactic, coni roversial, doctrinal or philosophical. And from the 
Raja’s Bengali devotional poetry, one cannot hut take him to have 
been a Himlu Theisf or a t hoist h* Vedantist. 

It is somel hues asked whether Rammohun Ko\ intended that the 
soeiot \ torllie worship ot one (Sod that lie founded should have a 
social counterpart in a religions community separate from all exist- 
ing ones, such as t lie Brahmo Kamaj lias now become. The question 
is difficult to answer. But trout the little study and thought that we 
have been able to de\ote to the subject, it seems to us that at th" 
time when he established the Bralmio Kamaj, In* meant it to be sirn* 
ph a meeting-ground tor people of all sects who wished to unite for 
ctmne worship, “ a placed public meeting ol all sorts and descrip- 
tions of people without, distinction as shall behave and conduct 
themselves in an order! \, sober, religious and devout manner for the 
worship and adoration ot t he Eternal, Unsearchable and Immutable 
Being who is the author and preserver of the Universe but not under 
or bv ain ot her name, designat ion or t itle peculiarly used for and 
applied to any particular Being or Beings by an\ man or set of men 
whatsoever Art and philosophy, though each is essentially one all 
the world over, have vet found various though fitting garb among 
different peoples according to racial, dim.it ic and ot her causes. It 
seems to us, t hat similarlv, tin* Raja may have thought that Theism, 
though at bottom one all over tin* world, has yet found various expres- 
sion among differed races; and though abstract truth is thinkable, 
yet as it finds actual manifestation in some concrete shape, it is the 
part of wisdom to allow' the abstract universal theism in all countries 
And among all races to keep its native shape and colour, in which it 
is embodied, freed, of course, from all that is base and impure, with 
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a broad spirit of toleration for other shapes and colours : or in other 
words, he may have believed that Theism is one, and Hindu Thei«n* 
Semitic Theism, & c., are different forms of the same universal faith ; 
and that the future unity of the human race in religion is not to be 
realised by all mankind following the creed of this or that sect, 
but by each nation or race giving up all such erroneous and supersti- 
tious beliefs and pernicious customs and lifeless rituals as clash with 
pure Theism, but in every thing else keeping all that is racy of the 
aoil, all that distinctively belongs to the religious genius of t hat nation 
or race, in a spirit of discriminating reverence for its own past and 
of respect and toleration for others. 

Professor Monier Williams speaks of him as the first really earnest 
investigator in the science of comparative theology, which the world 
has produced. 

Social customs and practices have been and are in all countries 
more or less connected with the religious beliefs of the people. It is, 
therefore, only natural that Rammohun Hoy’s programme of religious 
reform should lead on to and embrace social reform. In all countries, 
and specially in India, social reform consists chiefly in doing away 
with the disabilities or sufferings incident to difference ol sex or the 
accident of birth. Or, in other words, social reformers have chiefly 
to fight with the spirit ol caste and its evils and the subjection ol 
women to the, selfish interests and pleasure's or supposed interests of 
the male sex. Uanunohun Roy’s chief claim to the gratitude ot Hindu 
womanhood is the courageous and devoted part that he pJa\ed in the 
movement for the abolition of » iiffcc. 11c may or maj not have been 
the central figure in t hat mownnent, but it must be admitted bv all 
that but for bis exertions that inhuman custom would no! ha\e been 
put down by law so soon as it was. 

But to prevent' the murder of widows was only to create another 
problem, namely, the amelioration ol their condition. It is e\en now 
a question as to how we can best better their lot. Many solutions of 
the problem have been proposed and attempted ; their re-mamagr, 
giving them such training as to enable them to lead honourable, use- 
ful and independent lives, so changing the Hindu law ot inheritance 
AS to make the means of living ol Hindu widows less precarious, iVc, 
His “ Brief remarks regarding modern encroachments on the ancient 
rights of females, according to the Hindu Law of inheritance,” was 
intended to attain the last object. That the condition ol helpless 
widows deeply touched his heart appears also from No. VI. of the 
Sambad Kau mud i, which contained “an appeal to the rich Hindus o[ 
Calcutta to constitute a society for the relief of destitute widows, 
upon the principles of the Civil and Military Widow's’ Fund, estab- 
lished by order of Government." That he was earnestly in f;m>ur of 
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the education of women is quite clear from many passages in hi* 
writings, such, for instance, as the following : •• 

As iu thru in bn 101 ny m point of umbThtumbiig, when did von ever afford them a fair 
Oj»poi t unit v ot < \iiil’it'i)>; then iiutmal capacity"' Iim\ then < an you amine them oi 
\\:ait ol undi'isUuidin^ ' II, aftri msti uetum m know ledge and uiHilnui, a pcJBOM eannot. 

< timj.K linid oi ] ctaiii i\ li Lt has lieeii taught him, we inav coimub-i him as defieient , Imt 
a, v . mi k'M'j. v, ' iiikmi • r < n* i .il I \ \«»nl ol rdm atmii and an piimiunits, yon cannot, theiclore, 
in justif e pnn.iain* their mlrrmniy < hi the < onti.n \ , Li lavati, Rlian uniat i, the wife 
<,i till pi iik t "I l\ mill ami that til h.didas, aie i cbbiatcd foi then thmnugh- knowledge 
of ,i|| t||, > lt i ,i in. rH nt ri in tli* VrduidaiaiivakA tpanihlum ot the 'iajur Veda it, is 

< UmiIn d t ih.it 'i ,i 1 1 1,1 v alk va impailetl d i v me knowledge ol tin* most dilh< ult uatuio to 
lio will M ni > • Vi u h> • \\ i- abh U) loll I\\ and t onipletch attain it 1 

It jsifim lb, it e\en with his unbounded cut husiasm in woman’s 
c.inse .tml Ins imlcl.it igable oncrg.v Ik* could not take any steps tor 
educating guls, widowed or unmarried ; lm( it may ho safely said 
that bad In* I m*d to ml urn homo from Kurland and work hero for a 
few \eirs uioro. Ins eoiitaet. with the comparat i vel v enlight riietl 
w'omanln >t >d ol tin* West w'ould eerlainlv h.n o home fruit in the 
est aldishmoni ol edue.it tonal institutions lor Indian girls and women. 
That Miss Man fa rpenter eamo out to India to labour lor t ho good 
ot Indian women is due mamlv to her contact with tin* Raja. Regard- 
ing t he ro-ma mage ol clidd-w blows, it is believed h\ some that ho 
puhiisbtd a hook advocating its introduction hut no such production 
has heeii disco v erod among Ins works. II is biographer, Uahu Xagendra- 
ual li t’lial t erp, sa \ s . u Wo have heard t hat. Kammohun low used to 
express a desire to his friends that t ho re-marriage of rliild-w idows 
should become prevalent. When In* went, to hnglnnd, a rumour 
spread everywhere that on coming hack home he would introduce the 
custom ol the re-marriage ot widows. 

It will appear Iroiu a stiulv of his 4 * i>riet remarks regarding 
the ancient lights ot females 1 that lie was opposed to polygamy, 
kulmism and t be prad ical selling ot girls in marriage, lie showed 
from t he Sliast ras that second marriages were authorised onlv under 
certain circumstances, and observed : 

11 id , i M imlMt* mi “flu 1 publi. officer antlun i/< d bv tin lultMs ol tilt umpire 
t.o i m i ! \ i ' ijiplu .iCoii*. ho Im ".m< t"in to .i s< e(>ml m.m uigt tlm mg tin* lib ol <i hint wife. 
:uid to g* ml lie ( .mm ut i >iih on -mb ,ii i u-.uioiis ,i-. the Inn going being -■nh'-taMtiuted, 
the ,|U.\. I ,.i w in i fe I it h IV.' Ih-mm n'u*l. ■ I fib-i tu.ll, .Lilli tin- iban^s ol till bmalc sex in 
lb-ng.il anil tin iiuiuhi i ol -uuib \\u M t ». « it ne< r^s.ti il\ w-rv mm It 1 educed 

We have no indication in bis works of bis views on chi Id-m^rriage. 
Perhaps in Ins days m lieiigil, though such marriages must, have 
been customary , their eonsumm.i t ion was post poned to a maturerage, 
thus mimiui/ing t In* »*\ i! to som<* extent, as is still the case in some- 
provinces e| India, lint with regard to t his item, t on, of < he social 
reform programme, om* can <ml\ speculate as to what be would h:iv& > 
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done had he lived to come bacK irom England. For, a mao, who had 
such innate chivalry in his nature that he would never take his seat 
if any woman of what »*ank so ever remained .standing in his presence, 
could not have failed to observe the e\ il effects on women of such a 
custom, at any rate after coming in contact with the comparatively 
free and healthy womanhood of the West. 

That Kammohun Hoy had not failed to ooser\e me evil effects of 
caste wi.ll appear from the extract from one of his letters printed on 
page M2H of this edition. No. Yl 11 of his Smnbml Kmnmith , too, 
prints the plea of a philanthropist | probably himself), who observing 
the misery caused by prejudices of caste, urges the Hindus not to 
debar themselves thereby from mechanical pursuits, but to cultivate 
“such arts as would tend to their comfort, happiness and indepen- 
dence. 1 ' By crossing the ocean and in ot her ways, < lie Kaja, to a great 
extent, broke through the unreasonable and injurious restrictions 
imposed by caste Why lie did not. or could not do so entirely, 
is not known to a certainty. But from his conduct, in other 
matters, wo should hesitate to ascribe to him any motives of cowardice 
or self-interest. He published with a Bengali translation the first, 
chapter of a Sanskrit work against caste, named Itujrasuchi , by 
M ri t y mi ja y a e ha rya . 

In most things Kaja Kammolimi I toy was in advance of his age, and 
rose abo\e tin* influence of his surroundings. He was the pioneer in 
many reform movements. But in t lie matter of total abstinence from 
intoxicating drinks, his mows and practice dillercd from those of 
most reformers ol < he present da\ . He was a moderate drinker and 
even ({noted some Shast ras in fa \ our of lie* practici There is also 
another matter in which he was not mi ad\ mice of his age. In his 
“ Brief remarks regarding tin* ancient rights of females,” lie says 
that ot tin* t h pee modes of conduct left to the widows of a polygamous 
man to pursue, tin* second is “to walk in tin* paths of unrighteous- 
ness for their maintenance and independence." And this lie, of 
course, condemns, anil therebx shows himself to ln\ as we otherwise 
also know him to ha\e boon, an ad\oeato of social purity. Yet it. 
would appear t hat he I on ml not lung object i enable in entertaining his 
guests with tin* nautcli and music ol dancing girls in his residence. 
For we find in Fanny P.ukes’ “Wanderings ot a Pilgrim,” Yol. I, 
Chap. IV (Residence in Calcutta. Ma\ 1N2.‘I), the following passage : - 
TIm I'thri evening we went to a | >:n ( \ gion lw liammuhun Kov, a n< h Bengali 
ljftlx'o tin* gioundn, winch an* extrusive. weir well illuminated, and excellent fire- work* 
displayed In \anous imimsol the home n.uh guls weie dancing and Hinging ” 

It is well known that Kammohun Koy himself founded and helped 
Others in founding schools, lie took a prominent part in the great edu- 
cational controversy bet ween t he “Orientalists * and the “Anglicists 
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and Rid od with the latter. But for his opposition the clamour of the 
former for the exc lusive pursuit of Oriental studies would most 
probably have* prevailed. His Letter on English Education to Lord 
Amherst- is a remarkably convincing production * 

“ It was owing, perhaps, to this agitation, " remarks Babu Jogen- 
dra Chunder (those on this letter, “ that the foundation-stone of the 
building intended lor the Sanskrit College was laid in the name of the 
Hindu College* (February, 1824), and the Hindu College was, located 
there together with the Sanskrit College." For the* direct and 
indirect beneficial results of Western education we are indebted to 
Kaja llammohun Kim as much as to Lord Macaulay, Lord William 
Bent.inek, l>a\id flare, &c. 

Raimnohun Hoy wrote text -books in Bengali on Oram mar, Geogra- 
phy, Astronomy and Geometry, lie is the father of modern Bengali 

1 One* passage m tins lrtliM possesses a kj intemst of its own It tuns thus * 

“ Neithei <an mu< li mipioveinent .him* 1 mm sueli speenlations as tin* following whith 
aip the themes suggested h\ tin* Vedanta, m what niannei is the soul .iImoiInkI in 
1 hr l>t 1 1 \ y Wh.it u l.itunis does it l#*ai to the iMune h-sseme^ Not will youths L* 
fitted to lie liettei iiinnU‘1 s ni so< iei v l>\ the \eduutn dm times whn h teach them to 
Im he\o, I hut .ill \isihl, things haw im leal t\ist«ine, that .is J.itlm, hiothei, Ac, lisiw 
no actual « 1 1 1 1 1 > 1 1 m \ < oust (pit ntl\ desene . i« « ttal ifTn turn ami llieieluie the soom i 

in* majM* 1 1 • »m them and le.iu the wot Id the lultei 

The missiotiat ies ,nl\ am ed m l hi* .S nnnuluti Ihiifum, tin last •>l»|e<tiou whuh Ram- 
inohmt assadtd m Ills lltnhnmvn nl Moqir.nn Hi Imthei established a Veduntl 

College This sei imng ineonsistenox iv t-xj . lamed lw Mis*. Collett a<* follows ‘‘The 

teaelnngs ul the \ edanta lend themselves to a teniaik.ihh* divemlv ul theological intei 
j notation Thev ate appealed to cipialls h\ dualist n and non-duahstic schools ol 
thought The> < on lam passages w hit h Incut lit a lott\ and ethn al Theism , in othei 
places tliev seem to eonntenam e a Pantheism that is snnplv Aiosinism the denial of 

all tun e evistcnc i* , Wtmdmg as the \ edanta is taiiglil with 01 without a propm 

selective ml |ustim*nt of its wait l\ \ar-ms mnltnls, it- v aim as a suhjei I of instruction 
ma> be set high 01 low In the oidmaiv Hindu sdinol- it was taught m false pcispts- 
ti v e, with a disei mnnatioii even ised if at all mlawnitol what was timal, intoned, 
polytheistic Kanunohun llieieloie opposed with all his might the suggestion that the 
Bntish Covcnnm nt should jh i petnate m imoin age this kind ol Vedanta mstiuction. 
At the saim time he saw m tin* \ edanta ngiitlv Jmndled and ‘ nglitlv divided" a 
means loi leading Inst ounti \nien out ol then pie\admg siipcistiliun and idolatiy into 
a pure and elevated Theism Then de\otiou to tlu \ edantic sei iptures was the lever 
hy wlmii Kamniohuu hoptd to hit them into a simplet and nohlei Juith Therefore 
he founded the Vedanta College, and thru Ion also he < ontiovei ted the missionaries’ 
wholesale dispaiagement ol the Xtdanla It the mission, 11 u*s had su<*eeeded m 
discrediting the Vedanta, tln*\ would in ltammohnn s evs have hroht 11 dow r n the bridge 
which enabled men to pass i tom Hindu Poh theism to Hindu Theism He thus com- 
Im ted kith the eonseivatiw* Christian who .id\oeated nulisei immate 1 eject ion and the 
conservative Hindu who advtvated the indisei unate letention of Vedantir teaching . 
and fie provided Ioj a disennnnatmg mstrnetion in the ancient sv-tem xvhuli should 
have the approval of lilieial Hindus and libeial Cluisliaiis’ 
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literary prose. He taught his people the use of marks of punctuation. 
There was in his nature a deep vein of genuine poetry, too 
his Bengali hymns show. He was the first to write theistic hymns 
in Bengali. Pandit Ramagati Nyayaratna, a well-known Hindu 
historian of the Bengali language and literature, t ruly observes that 
“ they appear to possess the power of melting even stony hearts, of 
making the most irreligious devoted to God and of making hearts 
sunk in wordlincss detached from the world.” They are prized by 
theistsand idolaters alike. A few of them are in Sanskrit. We 
believe an English translation of Rammohun s hymns by Balm 
Mohinimohan Chatterjee, M. A., has been published by the Adi 
Brahmo Samaj of Calcutta. 

His Bengali journal, the Numbed Keiniwd<\ first appeared in 1821. 
He is the founder of native journalism in India. The Numbed Ktuinunli 
was not exclusively or chiefly a political publication. It, as well as 
his Persian newspaper, M imt-ul-.Uckbar or of I nieUi(f( f iirt\ 

had an educational purpose, too. Besides politics, subjects ol a 
historical, literary and scientific character wore treated ot therein. 

Lawyers of eminence have declared that the legal writings ol 
the ltaja, such as his 44 Brief Remarks on Ancient Female Rights, 

44 The Rights of Hindus over Ancestral Property according to the 
Law of Bengal,” would do credit to jurists ol the highest, standing. 

To the public Rammohun Roy is best known as a religious and social 
reformer. To many he is also known as a literateur and educationist . 
But he is not- so well known as a political reformer and agitator. A 
brief account of his polities may not therefore* be out of place here. 

Mr. William Adam, a Baptist Missionary, whose association with 
Raja Katnmoh mi Roy led him to adopt. Unitarian opinions bears the 
following testimony to his love ol liberty : 

“He would be her m not hr at all . Low ol heed-nu w.t- pethap* the UiougHsi 
passion of bis soul,— freedom not of action imuvlv. but ol thong.r 'V\u* tenacity ol 

personal independence, this sensitive ,ealou^ oil In* shglilnst app.oaeh to an encroach 
meat on his mental fiecdom was .iceomp.imed u.tb .. very mre pen-eptmu ol the equal 
righto of others, even of those who differed most widely horn him ” 

It was this love of liberty that was the source of all his political 

opinions and the mainspring of all his political activity. U made 
him take interest in and deeply sympathise with all political move- 
ments all over the world that had lor their object the advancement, 
of popular freedom* Some instances may here be given of Ram- 
mohun’s cosmopolitan sympathies in the region of politics. 

“ When the intelligence reached India that the people of Naples alter extorting a 
constitution from their despotic king were crushed back mto servitude by the Austrian 
troops, in obedience to the joint mandate of the crowned heads of Russia, Prussia, Austria, 
Sardinia, and Naples, Rammohun felt it keenly 
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III a letter to Mr. Buckingham, dated August 1 1, 1821, he wrote : — 

“ I am afraid I must be under the necessity of denying myself the pleasure of your 
Kociety this evening, more especially hh my mind is depressed by the late news from 
Europe From the late unhappy news I am obliged to conclude that T shall not live to 
set liberty universally restored to the nations of Europe, and Asiatic nations, especially 
those that are Kuiojiean colonies, possessed of a greatei degree of the same blessing than 
what they now enjoy 

“ Under these ciiruiiHtanceh I consider the cause of the Neapolitans as niv own, and 
then enemies aw oms Enemies to lilieity and fi tends of leHpotism ha\e never lxet*n, 
and ne\w will br, ultimately successful 

“These noble words/’ says Miss Collett, “reveal how profoundly 
Rammohun felt with the late Russel Lowell that “In the gain or loss 
of one raee all the rest have equal claim” ; and that 
“Whcie\ei wrong is done 

To the humblest and the weakest, 1 ne ith the all-beholding Sun, 

That wrong is also done to us ” 

Raiinnohun’s Persian weekly Mirat-al-Akhbar eon tained an article 
on “ Ireland, the eauses of its distress and discontent". In this he 
dwelt on the evils of absenteeism and the injustice of maintaining 
Protestant clergymen out of revenues wrung from the Roman Catholic 
inhabitants of Ireland. He said - 

How adiiuiahle is the ohscnation of Saudi (on whom L* mcny*) 

“ Do not say that those lapaciouw ministers are the well-wishers of his Majesty ; 

Foi in propoition as they augment the revenue of the State, they diminish his 
popularity , 

0 statesman, apply the revenue of the king awards tin conuoit ol thr people ; 
then during their Inch they will be loyal to him " 

When the news of the establishment of constitutional Govern- 
ment in Spain reached India, he gave a public dinner at the Town 
Hall. Some months before his departure for England, news reached 
Calcutta of the latest French Revolution, and, “so great was hia 
enthusiasm that," we are told, “ he could think and talk of nothing 
else !” He viewed it as a triumph of liberty and rejoiced accordingly* 
On his voyage to England he landed at the Cape for only an hour or 
two. “Returning on board he met with a nasty accident. The 
gangway ladder had not been properly secured, and he got a serious 
fall, from which he was lame for eighteen months afterwards and 
indeed never finally recovered. But no bodijy suffering could repress 
his mental ardour. Two French frigates, under the revolutionary 
flag, the glorious tri-colour, were lying in Table Bay ; and lame as he 
was, he would insist on visiting them. The sight of these colours 
seemed to kindle his enthusiasm, and to render him insensible to 
pain." During the days of the Reform Bill agitation in England, he 
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^considered the struggle between the reformers and anti-reformers 
-as a struggle between liberty and oppression throughout the world * 
between justice and injustice, and between right and wrong. He 
publicly avowed that in the event of the Reform Bill being defeated, 
he would renounce his connection with England. His Persian week- 
ly, the Mirat , did not, however, favourably consider the national 
aspirations of Greece. Muhammadan sympathy with the Turks 
may have been to some extent resnonsible for this attitude to 
Greece 

We now pass on to the Raja’s 1 ndian polical opinions. Our politics 
are sure to be tinged by our attit ude towards British rule in India. 
It is therefore necessary to know what the Raja thought of British 
rule in India in his day. In his autobiography he writes : 

. .1 proceeded on mv hovels, and passed through different countries, chiefly 
within, l»ut some beyond, the hounds of Hindoostan, with a feeling of greut incision to 
the establishment of the British Powei in India When I had reached the age of twenty, 
my father recalled me, and restored me to Ins favom ; after which I first saw and began 
1o associate with Emopeaus, and soon aftei made myself tolerably acquainted with then 
laws and form of government Finding them generally more intelligent, more steady 
and moderate in their conduct, 1 gave up my prejudice against them, and became inclined 
m then favour, feeling persuaded that then* rule, though a foreign yoke, would lead more 
speedily and surely to the aihchoiatinn of the native inhabitants , 

He concluded his 44 Final Appeal to the Christian Public” 

-“by offering up thanks to the supreme Disposer of the events of this universe, for 
having unexpectedly delivered this country from the long-continued tyranny of its former 
Rulers, and placed it under the government of the English, — a nation who not only are 
blessed with the enjoyment of civil and political liberty, but also interest themselves m 
promoting liberty and social happinesK, as well as free inquiry into literary and religions 
^objects, among those nations to which their influence extends ” 

But Rammohun gave to Muhammadan rule also its due meed of 
praise by mentioning in what respects it was superior to British rule. 
He wrote in his 44 Appeal to the King in Council” against the Press 
Regulation : - 

“ Yom Maiexty is aware, that tindei their former Mohammadan Rulers, the natives oi 
this country enjoyed every political privilege in common with Mussulmans, being eligible 
to the highest offices in the State, entrusted with the command of armies and the gov- 
ernment of provinces and often chosen as advisers to their Prince, without disqualifica- 
tion or degrading distinction on account of their religion or the place of their birth. 
They used to receive free grants of land exempted from any payments of revenae, and 
bjsides the highest salaries allow ed under the Government, they enjoyed free of charge 
large tracts of country attached to certain offices of trust and dignity, while natives of 
learning and talent were rewarded with numerous situations of honour and emolument. 
Although under the British Rule, the natives of Indio, have entirely lost this political 
consequence ”, Ac. 
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Some of the contents of the earlier numbers of the Samtod 
Knumudi may Ik* given here : 

No 1 -An appeal to the Government it. the establishment of u school foi the gratuitous 
instinct ion of the pool but respectable Hindus 
No II. Humble uddiess to the Government soliciting the extension of trial by jury to 
MofiiHHil, Zilla and Prounoial Courts ol Jiidicatme 

No Iff -An appeal to the ( forernment to relieve the Hindu community from the incon- 
venience consequent upon there lieing only one Ghaut f or the burning of dead 
bodies wheiea- .in immense space o! ground has liecn granted for the burial of 
Christians 

Appeal to (internment loi the prevention ol the exportation of the greatest 
part o! the produce of rice from Bengal to foreign ports 

Appeal to (internment to enable the middle class of native subjects to at ad 
themselves of the treatment ol Kumpean phvsicians 

Appeal to the Calcutta Magistrates to innort to rigorous me.ismes foi relieving 
the Hindu inhabitants of Calcutta Irom the senous gne\anee of Christian gentlemen 
driving their buggies amongst them and cutting anil lashing them with whips with- 
out distinction of se\ or ag* while they quintH assembled in immense numbers to 
see the images of then deities pass m the Clulpore Road, when manv ol them 
through terror and consternation caused !*v the lashing inflicted on the spectator* 
fell down into drains, while others wen tranioled undei loot bv the crowd 

Raja Rammohun Roy believed that a free Press is one of the 
best safeguards of liberty. This conviction found expression in his 
petitions against the Press Regulation (1) to t he Supreme Court, 
and (2) to the King in Council. The Press ordinance prescribed that 
thenceforth no one should publish a newspaper or other periodical 
without having obtained a license from the Coventor-General in 
Council, signed by the Chief Keeretary. The memorial submitted to 
the Supreme Court “may l>e regarded as the Areopagitiea of Indian 
History. Alike in diction and in argument, it forms a noble landmark 
in the progress of English culture in the East.” 

This Memorial proving fruitless, Rammohun and his co-ad jit tors 
appealed to the King in council. Says Miss Collett : 

“ The appeal in one of the noblest pieces oi English to which Rammohun pin lu$ 
hand. Its state]} periods and not less stately thought recall the eloquence of the great 
orators of a century ago. In a language and st}le tor ever associated with the glorious 
vindication of Illicit}, it invokes against the arbitrary exercise of British powei the 
principles and traditions which are distinctive of British Histor} ” 

This Memorial, too, proved unavailing. The Privy Council declin- 
ed to comply with the petition. 

Anew Jury Act came into operation in the beginning of 1827. On 
August 18th, 1828, Rominohun wrote to Mr. J. Crawford and entrusted 
to him petitions against the Act for presentation to both Houses of 
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Parliament-, signed by Hindus and Mohammedans. He thus concisely 
stated the grounds of grievance : — 

“In his famous Jury Bill, Mr. Wynn, the late Prnudmt of the Board of 1 mitrol, ha* 
by introducing religious distinctions into the judicial system of this country, not onlv 
afforded | ust ground'! for dissatisfaction among the Natives in general, bill has excited 
much alarm in the bioaHt of every one conveiaant with political principles Any Natives, 
either Hindu or Mohamedan, ate rendered by this Bill subject to judicial trial by 
< Minstians, either Kumpean 01 Native, while Christians, including Native ronvoits, are 
exempted fom the degradation of being tried eithei bv a Hindu 01 Mussulman |uror. 
however high lie may stand in the estimation of society Tins Bill also denies both to 
Hindus and Mohumedans the honor of a seat in the (hand Jmy even in the tnal of fellow 
Hindus 01 Mussulmans This is the sum total of Mi -Y\ vnn s late Jmy Bill. < *1 wdnch 
we bitterly complain 

Katnmohun went; on to suggest a possibility “ which is by no means 
so remote now as when he wrote - 

“Supposing that PK) ye.iiw hence the Native chaiaetei las-omes elevated hum 
eoustant mtci course with Kurojamiis and the acquirement o! geueial and jHihl toil 
knowledge .is well as of imxleni mt.s and sciences, is it possible that they will not have the 
cpmt as well .i*. tie* iin liii ition to resist eff *< tuallv auv un|iist and oppiessive measures 
-wiving to deginde them in the scale ol society * It should not la* lust sight of that tin 
position iii India i* veiv different fiom that of belaud, to am quaitei ol which an 
English Heet max -uddenlv eonve\ a Ixslv of t loops that may foice its way in the 
requisite ducctioii ami succeed m suppicHsmg rvei v effoit of a refiactory spun Were 
India to shat e one tom t h ol tin* knowledge and energy of that countiy. she would prove 
Iroin liei i emote situation her riches and her vast population, either useful and piofitable 
.is a willing piov nice, ail ally ol the British etiipne, «u 1 iniibleHoiiie and amioving as a 
determined enemy 

“In < oi ill non with those who seem paitial lo the British mle from the expectation of 
lutiiie Iwnetits arising out of the connection, I necessarily feel extremely giieved is 
often witnessing \cts ami Regulations passed by ( bnei iimeut without consulting of 
seeming to undei stand tin* feelings of its Indian subjects and without considering th. 
this people luive had for mine than half a eentuiy the advantage of lieing tilled by and 
associated with an enlightened nation, adv mates of lilieitv and promoters of knowledge 

Tlic letter quoted above is remarkable for the far-sighted glance 
into the future vvhieh it reveals. Here in gerut is to he found the 
national aspiration which is now breaking forth into demands for a 
greater mcasuieof self-government, than t he people at present enjoy. 
Kainmohuns English biographer observes that 

“ The prospect of itu oduca’sd India, of an India approximating to bumpean stand* 
aids of eultuie, seems te m*ve never been long alwent from Kummoliim's mind , and he 
dot however vaguely, chin*, m advance foi his countrymen the fxtlitical rights which 
progress in civilization inevitably involves Heie again Ranmiohuu stands forth as the 
tribune and prophet of New India.” 

The Select Committee of the House* of ('ominous which wan 
appointed in February, 1831, and reappointed in June to consider the 
renewal of the (Company’s Charter invited him to appear before it. 
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Rammohun declined this request but tendered his evidence in the 
form of successive “ Communications to the Board of Control/' The 
first of these dealt with Revenue. The Raja appears here as the 
champion of the rack-rented ryot. While the Zemindars or land- 
holders had been greatly benefited by the Permanent Settlement of 
1793, while their wealth and the wealth of the community had 
generally increased, the poor cultivator was no better off. The 
remedy he asked for was in the first place the prohibition of any 
further rise in rent, and secondly rents being ?»ow so exorbitantly 
high as to leave the ryot in a state of extreme misery, -a reduction 
in the revenue demanded from the Zemindar so as to ensure a reduc- 
tion in the ryot’s rent. The decrease in revenue he would meet by 
increasing taxes upon luxuries or b> employing as Collectors low- 
salaried Indians instead of high-salaried Europeans. It may here be 
incidentally observed that nearly three-quarters of a century ago, 
when education was in a backward condition. Raja Rammohun Hoy 
considered Indians fit for the duties of Collectors. Re also considered 
them well qualified to discharge all judicial duties. 

He approved of the settlement in India of a few model landlords 
i rom England, but was careful to stipulate that they should not be 
drawn from the lower classes. This is not the place to criticize the 
Raja’s views on this subject; but it seems open to grave doubt 
whet her a European landed aristocracy lor India would have been 
on the whole Ixuicficial to the people* of this country. He concluded 
with an earnest, appeal M to any and every authority to devise some 
mode of alleviating the present miseries of the agricultural peasantry 
of ndia.” 

It admits of no doubt that the condition of the proprietors of land 
has improved under the system of permanent assessment. But the 
Government seems at present to believe that that system has resulted 
in loss of revenue to the State. It is therefore, important to quote 
the Raja’s opinion on this subject. 

“ The amount of assessment fixed on the lands of these piovmees at the time of the 
Permanent Settlement (179d), was an high aw had ever l>een assessed, and in many 
instances highei than had evei hefoie been realized by the exertions of uny government 
Mohamedan oi British Therefoie the Government Hacrificed nothing in concluding that 
settlement If it had not lieen toimed, the landholders (Z cm indart) would always have 
taken care to prevent the revenue from i nci easing by not bringing the waste lands into 
cultivation, and by collusive arrangements to elude further demands, while the state o{ 
the cultivators would not have Ihoii at all better than it is now However, if the Goxjern- 
ment had taken the whole estates of the country into its own hands, as in the ceded and 
conquered provinces and the Madras Presidency, then, by allowing the landholders only 
ten per cent on the rents (M al ikanah), and securing all the rest to the Government, it 
might no doubt have increased the revenue for a short time. But the whole of the 
landlords <u the country would then have been reduced to the same wretched condition 
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as they are at present in in the ceded and conquered Provinces of the Bengal Presidency 
or rather annihilated, as in many parts of the Madras territory ; and the whole imp'dai 
reduced to the same level of poverty. At the same time, the temporary increase of 
revenue to Government under its own immediate management would also have soon fallen 
off, through the misconduct and negligence of the revenue officers, as shown by innumer- 
able instances in which the estates were kept kha*> i.r , under the immediute management 
of Government.” 

"Besides, Government appropriates to itself an enormous duty on the transit and 
•exportation of the produce of the soil, which has, since the period of the Perpetual 
Settlement, increased to a great amount from the exertions of the proprietors in extend- 
ing and impr oving cultivation, under the assurance that no demand of an increase of 
revenue would he made upon them on account of the progressive productiveness of their 
estates.” 

The Raja contracts the effects of the permanent and periodical 
**y*4tems of assessment in two statements. 

“ By a comparative view of the revenues of Bengal, Behai and Orissa, from the 
period of the Perpetual Settlement, it appears that, in the thirty-five years, from 1792-93 
to 1827-28, there was a total increase on the whole amount of the Revenue of above 100 
per cent. ( 101*71), and that this increase has been steady ami progresHiu* up to the 
present time ; . . ” 

By a comparative view of the ic\enue of the old British tcrntoiy in Madras, it 
.appears that during the same period of thirty-live years (/ c., iioni 1793 to 1828) there 
was an increase of only about 40 pei cent, (40 15) on the total amount of the whole 
levenue That the increase during the first 17 years was 43 pei cent ; that in the 
next 8 years the increase was only about 3J per cent , and that in the last 18 years there 
has been a dec? rate of 2 15 per cent ” 

In an appendix he urged the Imperial utility of the policy of fixing 
a maximum rent to he paid by each cultivator, “that their rents 
already raised to a ruinous extent, might not )>e subject to further 
increase.” His advocacy of this policy is so statesmanlike that no 
.apology is needed for quoting his views on the subject. To recognise 
the indefeasible rights of the ryots in the soil would make them loyal 
to the power that secured them and 

" ready to rise in defence of it, as a militia or in any other shape that might lie required ; 
so as to Hocure the British rule in a foreign and remote empiie, alike from internal 
intrigue and from external aggression, without the msessity of keeping on foot *u 
immense standing army at an enormous cost. This consideration is of great importance 
in respect to the natives of the uppei and western provinces, who aie distinguished by 
their superior bravery, and form the greater part of the British Indian army If this 
race of men, who are by no means deficient m feelings of |H*rsonaI hoiioi and regard for 
family respectability, were assured that their rights in the soil were indefeasible ho long 
as the British power should endure, they would from gratitude and self-interest at all 
time be ready to devote their lives and property in its defence 

“ The saving that might be effected by this liberal nnd generous policy, through the 
substituting of a militia foroe for a great part of the present standing army, would be 
much greater than any gain that could be realized by any system of increasing land 
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rtveoM that human ingenuity oould derite. How applicable to this oaae ia the following: 
line of the Persian i age (Saadi) 

Ha rayat »idh kun Wax jang i khatm at man nishin 
y/miki ihaJinukah i add ra rayat la&kkar eat. 

"Be on funnily term* with thy nubjeoto, and rent eany about the warfare of thine- 
enamiat; for to un upright prince hi« people is an army.’* 

While on the subject of Laud Settlement we may say that in 1828, 
by Regulation Hf of that year, the revenue collector in each district 
was author mod to dispossess the holders of tax*free lands by his- 
own authority, without reference to any judicial courts, if the collec- 
tor should be of opinion, after such enquiry as might satify himself 
that the title of the proprietor was not valid. It was therein 
enact**! that “such decision of the Collector shall have the force 
and effect of a decree " ; also, that 44 it shall not be necessary for him 
to transmit his proceedings to the Board of Revenue,*' but 44 the 
party dispossessed might appeal," and by art. 3., whether an appeal 
be tiled or not, 44 that it shall and may be lawful for the Collector 
immediately to carry into eflect his decision by attaching and 
assessing the lands." This regulation produced great alarm and 
distrust amongst the natives of Bengal, Be har and Orissa, many of 
whom petitioned against the principle of one party, who lays claim 
to the laud, dispossessing an, actual possessor at his own discretion. 
This agitation was led, though unsuccess fully, by R&vnniohtm Roy. 
Reg. Ill of 1828 is still in force. 

Among the principal measures advocated in the Raja's Question* 
and Aiihwcch on the Judicial Sijntem of India were the substitution 
ot Kuglish lor Persian as the official language of the courts of law ; 
the appointment ol native assessors in the civil courts ; trial by 
jury, of which the Panchayet system was the indigenous parallel ; 
separation of the offices of judge and revenue commissioners ; separa- 
tion of the offices of judge and magistrate; codification of the 
criminal law and also of the law of India ; and consultation with the 
local magnates boron* enacting laws. The last reform proposed 
contains the germs of representative legislative bodies. 

Students ol Indian economics are familiar with the fact that 
every year nearly 4.> erores of rupees of, India's capital is drained 
off to foreign parts without any hope of return. This drain of wealth 
did not escape the eyes of Raja Rammohun Roy. In his 44 Revenue 
System of India" he says that as a large sum of money is now 
annually drawn from India by Europeans retiring from it with the 
fortunes realized there, a system which would encourage Europeans 
of capital to become permanent settlers with their families, would 
necessarily greatly improve the resources of the country. He pre- 
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pared several tables to prove this drain. The following two para- 
graphs are appended to these tables 

“ By the evidence of Meesra. Lloyd and Melville (the former the Accountant-General, 
and the latter the Auditor-General of the East India Company), recorded in the Minute* 
of evidence taken before the Select Committee of the House of Lords, 23rd February, 
1830, it appears that the proportion of the Indian revenues expended m England on the 
territorial account amounts, on an average, to £3,000,000 annually. It includes the 
expenses at the Board of Control and India House, pay, absentee allowances and pensions 
to Civil and Military office, s in Europe fot services in India, with interest of money 
realised there, Ac., Ac , besides £433,588 for territorial stores consigned to India 

“ In a letter of the Court of Directors to the Government of Bengal, dated the 20tb 
of June, 1810, and quoted in the work “ On Colonial Policy as applicable to the Govern 
ment of Indiu,” by a very able servant of the company, holding a responsible situation 
in Bengal, the Directors state that “ it is no extravagant assertion to advance, that the 
annual remittances to London on account of individuals, have been at the rate of nearly 
£2,000,000 pei annum un a tenet i of yearn pant " (p. 70 ) From these and other 
authentic documents the author calculates the amount of capital, or “ the aggregate of 
tribute, public and private, so withdrawn from India from 17(55 to 1820, at £100,000,000 f 
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It hits already been incidentally shown that Raja xiammohuii 
Roy waN in favour of the settlement in India of European capitalists 
under certain conditions. Among the advantages likely in his 
opinion to arise from such settlement was the improvement of the 
condition of the native inhabitants by European landlords showing 
them superior methods of cultivation. That this was not altogether 
a vain expectation appears from some observations in Air. N. <1. 
Mukerji’s Hand-book o) Indian Agriculture . Says Mr. Mukerji : 

indeed, Indian agricultuie Huh been actually \astly improved by our contact with 
the West Kuiopean planters have been the means of introducing important innovations 
In the most out-ol-the wav places of India we find Euioj>eun plantein carrying on 
agi icultiual experiments and lmpiovements imperceptibly and noiselessly 

This naturally leads one to a consideration of the Raja’s Remark* 
on Settlement in Italia by Europeans. It is a paper of rare personal 
And national importance. But as it raises problems of great magni- 
tude, we refrain from dealing with it here. Suffice it to say that thi* 
his filial literary deliverance holds up to the people of India the 
prospect of India having English as its lingua franca , India socially 
and in other respects westernized to some extent, India possibly 
independent and India the Enlightener of Asia. 

Progressive political views imply confidence in the capacity of a 
people for continuous improvement. Raja Rammohun Roy believed 
that the people of India “ have the same capability of improvement 
as any f other civilized people.” He did not believe that Asiatics were 
naturally an inferior race. In the course of one of his numerous 
religious controversies “ A Christian ” having indulged \n a t’rad^ 
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about persons being “degraded by Asiatic effeminacy/' the Raja 
reminded him that almost all the ancient prophets and patriarchs 
venerated by Christians, nay, even Jesus Christ himself, were Asiatics. 

On a perusal of the foregoing pages it will be found that Avifch the 
exception of the agitation that has been going on for sometime past 
for the industrial regeneration of the country, Rammohun Roy laid 
the foundation of all the principal modern movements for the eleva- 
tion of our people. Probably, as India is mainly an agricultural 
country and as in his days the pressure on land had not become 
abnormal owing to the indigenous industries not having disappeared 
then to the extent to which they have now declined, the industrial 
problem did not then press for solut ion with the same urgency as now. 
Nevertheless we find that the bearing of the system of caste on in- 
dustrial prosperity did not escape the keen eyes of Rammohun: as 
No. VIII of his Sambad Kunumnrii printed the “plea ol a philan- 
thropist, who observing the misery caused by prejudices of castes 
urges the Hindus not to debar themselves t hereby from mechanical 
pursuits, but to cultivate such arts as would tend to their comfort, 
happiness and independence.” 

We conclude this introduction with the following estimate of his 
personality by his biographer, the late Miss Sophia Dobso" Collet! , 
who, though an English woman and a trinitarian Christian, seems on 
the whole to have understood the meaning of his life pretty accu- 
rately : — 

“ Rammohun stands in lnstoiy us the living budge own whi< h India man In**- hom 
her unmeasured past to her incalculable Jutmc He was the nidi w Inch spanned the 
Rulf that yawned between ancient caste and modern hiun.imtv, lietuern sujtri^ntmn and 
science, between despotism and demociacy, l>etween nmnohde custom and a <nnsrnatiw 
progress, lietwoen a liewildering polytheism and a pine, d vague, Theism He was the 
mehator of his people, harmonizing in his own peison, often b\ mc.uis oi Ins own 
solitary sufferings, the conflicting tendencies ol immemorial n.iditmn and n| inevitable 
enlightenment " 

“He emlwdiofi the new spirit which ansee fioni the < ompulsoi \ mi\tuir <»1 i,ues and 
faiths and civilizations, -he embodies its freedom of employ, its th 1 1 -t !<>i m .mire, in 
large human sympathy, its pure and silted ethics, along with ifs reverent hot not imeii- 
tical regard foi the past, and prudent, even timid, disinclination towards ie\olt Rut in 
the life of Uamtnoliun we see what we hope yei to have shown ns m the juogiess ol India, 
that the Her n't of the whole movement is religious Amid all Ins wanderings Rammohun 
was saved by his faith ' “ w He was a genuine ontgiowth ol the old Hindu stock ; 
in <i soil watered by new influences, and in an atmo>phei e charged with unwonted Juicing 
pt>wor, but still a true scion of the old stock The Rajah was no merolv ocoidcn tali zed 
oriental, no Hindu polished into the doubtful semblance of a European Just as little 
was he, if wemav use the term without offence, a spintual Eurasian If we follow the right 
line of km development we shall find that he leads the way from the oriehtalism of the 
paat, not to, hi.t through Western culture, towards a civilization which is neither Western 
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nor Lamm, but aoniathing vastly urgei and nobler than both. He preserves continuity 
throughout, by virtue of hut religion, which again supplied the motive force of hia pro- 
gressive mmenient The (tower that connec ted and restrained, as well as widened and 
impelled, was leligion 

“ Itummohun thiw presents a most instructive and inspiring study for the New India 
of which he m the tyjK* and pioneei He offers to the new democracy of the West a 
scarcely less valuable index of what our greatest Kastem dejtendency may yet become 
undei the nuperiul sway of the iiutish commonalty There can be little doubt that, 
wliatevei fatme the destinies mav have in store for India, tluit future will be largely 
shaped hv the life mid work of Katniuohun Hoy And not the future of India ulone We 
stand on the eieof an unpiecedented intermingling of East and West. The European and 
Asiatic ati earns of human development, which have often tinged each other before, are now 
approaching a continence which bids fair to form the one ocean-river of the collective 
progress of mankind In the presence of that greatei Eastern question,— with ita 
infinite muntications, industrial, political, moral and religious, the international problems 
of the passing limn even flic gra\«sf of them, seem dwarfed into parochial pettiness. 
The nearing daw n of them unmeasured possibilities only throws mto clearer prominency 
the figuie of the man w host lif* -stoiy we have told He waa, if not the prophetic typer 
nt least the p»« umi\e hint, of tin clung* tlut is to come ” 




SECTION n. 

The Prophets. 

In introducing the Prophets, the Rev. Editor commences with 
Proverbs ; saying, " If in this book Christ be represented under the 
charactec of wisdom, as divines have thought, and as seems implied 
in Christ's saying, Matt., xi. 10, ‘ But wisdom is justified of her 
“children’, and Luke, xi. 49, ‘ Therefore said the wisdom of God, I 
will send them prophets,’ fresh proof is here furnished to the eternal 
deity of the Son.” He then quotes Prov., viii. 1, 22 , 27 , 30 : “ Doth 
not wisdom cry ? — 1 The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his 
way, before his works of old —When he prepared the heavens, I was 
there. — I was by him, as one brought up • with him : I was daily his 
delight, rejoicing always before him.’ ” It is. indeed, astonishing to 
me how the strong prejudice of other learned divines, as well as of 
the Editor, in favour of the doctrine of the Trinity, has prevented 
them from perceiving that the identification attempted to be thus 
deduced by them from those passages of the book of Proverbs, instead 
of proving the “ eternal deity ” of Jesus, or his self-existence, would 
go to destroy his distinct existence altogether ; for Christians of all 
denominations agree that wisdom, understanding, and all other attri- 
butes of God, have been from eternity to eternity in the possession 
of the almighty power, without either or any of them having been 
endowed with a separate existence ; and were we to attribute to each 
of the properties of God self-existence, we must necessarily admit tnat 
there are besides God numerous beings, (his attributes,) which possess, 
like God himself, eternal existence — a doctrine which would amount 
to gross Polytheism. But the expression, “ The Lord possessed me 
in the beginning of his way,” (ver. 22, quoted by the Editor,) pioves 
that the wisdom there alluded to was considered as in possession 
of Jehovah', just as his other attributes are. If Jesus, then, be meant 
here by wisdom, he must, so far from being esteemed sb Jehovah 
himself, be supposed to have been possessed by Jehovah as an attribute 
If this ;]' 'C trine be admitted as orthudox, how theu are the primitive 
Christians to be justified in condemning Sabellius on account of 

m the origtnal Hebrew clues not signify “ brought up ” It means 
“ steaded.” stabled, or ent.ibli .hed at, qualities with aubstancey See Parkhuiat's 
Hebrew Lexicon 
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his maintaining the same doctrine 9 We find that, consistently with 
the same prophetical language, the inspired writer of Proverbs 
directs us to call wisdom a sister , and understanding kinswoman, 
(vb 4,) instead of bestowing on her such epithets as, Jehovah, the 
everlasting God, that are insisted upon by the Editor as properly 
applied to Jesus. Jn fact, the book of Proverbs meant only to urge, 
in the usual poetical style of expression, the necessity of adhering to 
wisdom, both in religious and social life, strengthening the exhort*- 
tion by pointing out that all the works of God are founded upon 
wisdom If such poetical personifications as are found in the Pro 
phets. as well as in profane Asiatic works in common circulation, 
were to lx* noticed, a separate voluminous work would, I am afraid, 
fail to contain them And if the abstract attributes of God, such as 
wisdom, mercy, truth, benevolence. Ac., are to be esteemed as separate 
deities, on account of their being sometimes personified, and declared 
eternal and associating with God, this mode of literal interpretation 
would, I admit, be so far advantageous to the cause of the Editor as 
respects the refutation of the doctrine of the unity of God, but would 
not be precisely favourable to the doctrine of the Trinity, as it would 
certainly extend, the number of personified deities ni"ch beyond 
three Take, fo example, the following passages, which personify 
the attributes til God, and ascribe to them eternity, and association 
with God Psalm, cxxx 7 ' “With the Lord there is mercy, and with 
him is plenteous redemption ” lxxxv 1<> “ Mercy and truth are met 

together , righteousness and peace have kissed each other.’ 1 Numbers, 
xvi 46 14 There is wrath gone out from the Lord.” Here we have 
mercy, redemption, truth, and wrath, all spoken of as separate exist- 
ences Are we, therefore, to consider them as persons of the Godhead ? 
As abstract qualities are often represented in the Scriptures, and 
in Asiatic writings generally, as persons and agents, to render 
ideas familiar to the understanding, so real existence© are intended 
sometimes under the appellation of abstract qualities, for the sake of 
* ’ »‘-gy * xy*'' * , In 1 T ,J n p* c God is declared to be mere 

Lore. John, i. I, Jesus is called word, or revelation. 1 (or., l 24, 30, 
Christ is represented as power and wisdom, &c. 2 Cor., v 21, true 
Christians are dec lared to be wisdom in Christ ; and Israel is said to 
be an astonishment in Deut., xxviii 37, and curse in Zech., viii. 13 ; 
Abraham to be blessing in Gen , xii 2 t and Jehovah is declared to 
be glory in Zech , n. 5. But every unprejudiced mind is convinced 
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that those allegorical terms neither can alter the fact, nor can they 
change the nature of the unity of God, and of the dependence of his 
attributes. 

After this no further remark seems necessary on the passages quoted 
by the Editor, from Matthew and Luke, where, as in many other 
passages in which the word Wisdom is to be found, the sense neither 
requires, nor even admits, of our understanding Jesus to be meant 
under that appellation. 

The Editor quotes Isaiah vi. 1, 10, relating to the Prophet’s vision 
of God ; he then comments, “As this glorious vision, wherein the 
Prophet received his commission, represented either the Father or the 
Son, we might have expected that it should be the Son, who had under- 
taken to redeem men.” The Editor afterwards quotes John xii. 41, 
“These things said Isaiah, when he saw his glory and spoke of him,” 
and considers these words as decisive testimony of the opinion, that it 
was the Son who was seen by the Prophet in the vision 

Let us first impartially refer to the context of verse 41 of John. 
We find in the verse a personal pronoun used three times. The first, 
“he, in the phrase “when he saw,” though understood in the Greek 
verb ctfif ; the second, “his,” connected with the words “glory and 
the third, “of him,” after the verb “spoke;” thu8~“when he saw his 
glory and spoke of him The first prononun, “he,” of course refers to 
Isaiah, mentioned just before it. The second and the third, “his” and 
“of him,” can have no reference to Isaiah, for the words “when Isaiah’s 
glory, and spoke of Isaiah,” could bear no sense whatever. These two 
last pronouns must, therefore, have reference to some pronoun or noun 
to be* found in the immediately preceding part of the passage. We 
accordingly find, from the preceding verse, 40, that these pronouns 
refer to Jehovah, the God of hosts, mentioned twice in verse 38, whose 
glory Isaiah saw, and m whose behalf he spoke, without mention of the 
Son being once made between verses 38 and 41. The passage thus 
stands, ( ver 38, ) He ( Isaiah ) spoke, “Lord, who hath believed our 
report 9 and to whom hath the arm of the Lord , been revealed?” 39, 
“Therefore they could not believe, because that Isaiah said again,” 40, 
“He hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their heart;” 41, “These 
things, said Isaiah, when he saw hi$ glory, and spake of him." Isaiah 
must have then seen the glory of him in whose behalf he spoke ; a fact 
which neither party can dispute ; and as it is evident from the preceding 
verse. 40. and from I$aiah vi 10. that he spoke of God, who blinded 
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the eyes of the Jews and hardened their hearts, it necessarily follows, 
that he saw the glory of that very being spoken of by Isaiah. For 
further illustration of God's being often declared to have blinded their 
eyes and hardened their hearts, I quote Rom. xi. 7, 8: “What then? 
Israel hath not obtained that which he seeketh for ; but the election hath 
obtained it, and the rest were blinded . (According as it is written, 
God hath given them the spirit of slumber \eyes that they should not 
see and ears that they should not hear,) unto this day. ” Isaiah, Ixin. 17: 
“O Lord, why hast thou made us to err from thy ways, and hardened 
our heart from thy fear ? Return for thy servants’ sake, the tribe of 
thy inheritance " From verse ‘*<S to 41, as already observed, there is 
not a single noun or a pronoun that can have allusion to Jesus. 
But we find, in verse 42, the pronoun “him,” implying the Son as 
absolutely required by the sense, in reference to verse o7, and in 
consistence with verse 44, in which the name of Jesus is found men* 
tioned Ah all the Pharisees believed in God, as well as in Isaiah, 
one of their prophets, the text could convey no meaning, it the phrase 
“ Nevertheless among the chief rulers also many believtd in him” 
were admitted to bear reference either to God or Isaiah . 

If it be insisted upon, in defiance of all the foregoing explanation, 
that the two last-mentioned pronouns, m verse 41, ‘ When he saw his 
glory and spake of him” are applied to Jesus, the passage in the 
evangelist would be, in that case, more correctly explained by refer- 
ring to John, viii. 56, “Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my day.” 
which cannot be understood oi ocular vision, but prophetic anticipa- 
tion ; whereas the glory seen in the vision of Isaiah was that «>f God 
himself in the delivery of the command given to the prophet on that 
occasion, as f observed in the Second Appeal (p. -44.) With a view 
to invalidate this interpretation, the Editor inquires, (p. 56J,) “ what 
has Abraham’s day to do with Isaiahs vision ?”. In answer to 
which l must allow, that Abraham’s day had nothing to do with 
Isaiah’s vision, except that as Abraham saw the day of Christ (pro- 
perly speaking 4 the reign of Christ,) by prophetic anticipation, and 
not through ocular vision, (John, viii 56,) so Isaiah, as another pro- 
phet oi God, must have seen the glory of Christ, (if he nad seen A at 
all) through the same prophetic anticipation, and must have spoken 
of Christ’s commission v if he had spoken of him at all) through the 
same prophetic power : the reference, therefore, is one which goes 
to prove, that whenever the prophets, such as Abraham, Isaiah, or 
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any other prophets, are declared to have seen or spoken of future 
events, they must have seen or spoken of them through the prophetic 
power vested in them by God. I never attempted to prove, that the 
words “ day,” and “ glory ” are synonymous, nor did I declate that 
Isaiah saw the day of Christ, that the Editor should have occasion to 
advance that “ it is not the day of Christ which the Evangelist des- 
cribes Isaiah as having seen, but his glory." However, ] cannot 
help being of opinion, that in such phrases, on particular occasions, 
as “ He saw the day of the king Messiah,” or “ He saw the glory of 
the king Messiah," the words “ day ” and “ glory ” amount almost to 
the same thing. My limited understanding cannot, like the Editor’s, 
discover how “ Isaiah fixes the time when he thus saw Christ’s glory, 
even when it was said, 1 he hath blinded their eves,’ ” Ac., for I find 
the Jews were from time to time charged, by several of the prophets, 
with disobedience, and with having been blinded and hardened. 
Deut., xxviii. 28 : “ The Lord shall smite thee with madness, and 
blindneet, and astonishment of heart." xxix. 4 : ‘‘The Lord hath not 
given you an heart to perceive, and eyet to tee, and ears to hear, unto 
this day.” 1 Kings, xviii. 37 : “ Hear me, 0 Lord, hear me, that 
this people may know that thou art the Lord God, and that thou hast 
turned, their heart back again.” Isaiah, lxiii. 17, as noticed before. 

The Editor refers to the prophet Isaiah, (pp. 533, 570,) saying, 
that Isaiah, in ch. vii. “ predicting the birth of Christ, identifies his 
divine and his human nature, ‘ Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and 
bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.’ This passage the Holy 
Spirit applies to Christ in Matt., i. 22, 23,” He regrets my applying 
the above verse to Hezekiah, in an immediate sense, though totally 
unable to reject the proof of such application, deduced by me, in 
my Second Appeal, from its context, and from the sacred history. 
He rests his rejection entirely upon the phrase, “A virgin shall 
conceive,” found in the English version, as being used in the 
future tense, on the ground that “ Hezekiah could not have been the 
child at the time about to be conceived by the virgin, for this plain 
reason, that God never fortells past things. The birth of Hezekiah 
waB not then a thing to come ; for, he was at least Bix years old 
when this prophecy was spoken — This our author will see by merely 
comparing the fact, that Ahaz reigned sixteen yean, and Hezekiah 
began to reign when he was five and twenty yean old. Hezekiah 
must then have been six, if not seven yean old when this prophecy 
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wah delivered ” The editor, then, chargee me with having expended 
m vain, 1:? |>ageh on this, as well aa on the passage in ch. ix. of 
1 „ii;ih lleie we find again a new instance, in which a diligent study 
,| ii u . liible, for thiity oi forty years, but accompanied with early 
religious jijej nd ices, has not been able to save the student from 
m.ikmg sii'di an erior as t.o take ihe term iTlH “ piegnant, in the 
'>.igiu.d \erse, in Hebrew, as meaning absolueely, “shall conceive,” 
md to declare, unthinkingly , that “ llezekiah could not have been 
the child at the time to be conceived ' How will the hditoi render 
the Maine Itrm mrr found m (hn, xvi 11, * Thou hast conceived, 

< i [ ;ut with child v ' Will ho, his adopted principle, interpret it, 

Thou shall f'lment' M»* must, in that ease, o\erlooh verses 4tli 
.r.d r >th « if the same chapter, whnh testify ii agar's having already 

>n< t i\ed hcfon the angel d th< l/ud had seen and spoken to her, 
m verse the lith ‘ I le went in utito i Iag«i t , and she i oateived ; 
a:,. I i\ht‘{ she saw slm had c« »nct i\ ed, Ad - 4 ) ‘ And Suai said unto 
M'tahaiu, M,\ wrong he upon thee 1 lun e gmn in} mam unto thy 
ho-.. in ,tud when sin saw that she had conceit ed/ 1 .U "* Did not 
Mn* l«‘t»rev(r iciU i t upon der , xxxi - • ontaiinng the mht unit# 
mn 'i “ pit gnanl aiu i jTVTn*) oi * [tearing ” ah art found in 
h-.tiau vii 14 v passage which might ha\e suggested to tlm hditoi 
iiu i :opTiet\ 1 f n-'f making so poMtne an assertion, that 1 iit.-ekiah" 

< . i td not have httntlu child at the tirm to he (onctivtd. I ‘id the 
i <!ttoi entnelv evil look tht same term mn Mguyf\iLg pregnant, 
in j Nun , m A mo Isaiah xx\i 17 , (h*n , xxxviu. iM, L'o , hind., 
\\i Jj , Kmc", v i u li‘ Anms, ) J " The fat t is, that we t:nd m 
tii« nginal Helm u rrob^n signii\ing 41 the virgin, " which, T not 
iihrod to a paitieulai person heloie-mentioned, implies, in the 
li^m.iti\e lan^uagt of the Scripture. < ither a eit\ or tin people of a 

< iU a I n. lined m pages JAh and Ahs, of mv Set ond Appeal ; 
and .ih i Wt i j r i mn s\ non} mous with tht principle "(omeivedj 
.nu.i'' n{ “ shall conceive” Ihe vtise, tlierefore thus runs: 

hi hk!>'i, tin virgin v the cit\ of Jerusalem, or im uatioiij ns pregnant 
.mo . he mug a son and shall call his name Immanuel 44 ) “ Kor 
in I< re the child shall know to iefu.se tin 1 evil, and choose the 

1 t lit o tii \.*ai oi 1*10 n-i^ii ol iVkuh, th« kiui' ol Krai i, \ha/ was lioru , and 
i’ ’so ' » .if s i ml w t i-. \ha, when tie U'gaii to io^M in ,h runalem, and he mgiied 8 iitt«*u 

.o : l k in^s jm 1 H**mv it a^pe n s that h» hud thin \ -six v. irs mil) , and as 

I’ ii k i.iii I h i r v 1 1 to ipi^h aft«*i tin* death of Iiim fat in i Alia when h< wan twenty .md 
U )rih i id, i,J knis^ \ou J, Ik i.iust Ju\» U^i> Ikuii wht*ii hi>. failier Ah*o Hasten, or 
i- imrl fl'*\en yeais of a^e, Hindi uas r.itln i contrai) to ihe common course of nature 
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good, the land that thou (Ahaz) abhorreat shall be forsaken of b.*L 
her kings,” ( 16 ,) i. e. Rezin, the king of Syria, and Pekah, the king of 
Israel, who, at that time had besieged Jerusalem, as is evident from 
the preceding veroes ; and such personifying phrases as “ oppressed 
virgin,” and “bring forth children,” are found also applied to the 
city, or the# people of the city, in the prophets, in other instances 
similar to that of Isaiah vii. 14, in question. Micah iv. 10: “Be in 
pain, and labour to bring forth, 0 daughter of Zion, like a woman 
in travail.” Isaiah xxiii. 12 • “ And he said, Thou shah no more 
rejoice, O thou oppressed virgiu, daughter of Zion.'” But unless 
orthodox authors changed “ the virgin ” into “ a virgin," and “ con- 
ceived ’ into “ shall conceive,” they could not apply the verse in a 
direct sense to Mary, the mother of Christ, and to Christ himself ; 
and consequently, to suit their convenience, they have entirely dis- 
regarded the original scripture, the context, and the historical facts. 

In noticing my explanation of the rrobyn ° 44 the virgin,” in 
the Second Appeal, the Reverend Editor states, that “ it in true, i"l, 
the emphatic of Hebrew, is generally rendered in the Septuagint by 
the Greek article • that they are bv no means equivalent in value, 
however, he may convince himself by referring to that excellent 
work on the Greek article for which the learned world is indebted 
to Or Middleton, the Bishop of Calcutta.” I am really sorry to 
observe that the Editor should have given such an evasive answer 
to so important a point; he however, was obliged to do so, knowing 
that n in Hebrew, before a noun, as J in Arabic, is invariably a 
definite article. In his attempt to remove the inconsistency between 
his maintaining the idea of the deity of Jesus and applying to him 
verses 1 G and lb in Isaiah vii , by which he is declared subject to total 
ignorance, the Reverend Editor attributes (p, 534) such ignorance 
to the human nature of Jesus, forgetting what he, in common with 
other orthodox Ckristiaus, offers as an explanation of such passages 
as declare all power m heaven and earth to have been given to Jesus 
by the Father of the universe, which is, that all power was given him 
in his human capacity, while in his divine capacity he enjoys indepen- 
dent omnipotence. Is not the power of distinguishing good from 
evil included in all power given to Jesus, according to the Editor, 

• In lH.u.ih In 2 , tho city, or the people of the city, ih one called “ a captive, daugh- 
ter,” m ch hv ], it if once styled “ barren” mpV » a harlot" in Ezek, m 
35, and in other instances 
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in hie human capacity ? How then, can the Editor be justified in 
maintaining the idea that, in hie human nature, he though possessed 
.of all power in heaven and earth, was unable, before the age of 
maturity, to distinguish the good from the evil, as found in verses 
15 and 16? I beg also the attention of the Editor to Luke ii. 46 — 50 , 
shewing that Jcsur was possessed of knowledge* of his divine com- 
mission even m his early youth, and also to the Editor’s own 
declaration, (page 536,) “ The spirit of the Lord was to rest upon 
him as the spirit of wisdom and understanding.” Nothing but early 
prejudice can persuade a man to believe that owe being at one time 
should be both subject to total ignorance and possessed of omni- 
science — two diametrically opposite qualities. 

I^et us now refer to the context of the verse in question. The 
first verse of the same chapter speaks of the king of Syria and the 
king of Israel having besieged Jerusalem ; verses 3 and 4, of the Lords 
having sent Isaiah the prophet to Ahaz the king of Jerusalem to offer 
him consolation and confidence against the attacks of these two kingp ; 

5 and 6 of the two kings having taken evil counsel against Ahaz and 
of then determination to set the son of Tabeal on his throue ; 8 and 9 
foretell the total fall of Ephraim (the ten tribes of Israelites who 
separated from Judah which comprised the two remaining tribes) and 
of Samaria within three score and five years ; 10 and 11 mention the 
Lord’s offering to Ahaz a sign, which he (verses 12 and 13) declined ; 
14, 15 and 16 contain the Lord’s promise to give spontaneously a 
sign of the destruction of Ahaz’s enemies in the person of the son 
borne by the virgin of Jerusalem ; the delivery of Judah from these 
two kings before the child should become of age; 17 and following 
verseB, lore tell what was to happen in Judah, bringing the king of 
Assyria in opposition to the kings of Syria and of Israel, who were 
then inimical to the house of David The first four verses, of chap, 
via speak of the birth of a son to Isaiah, the prophet, and of the 
depradations by the Assyrians on the land of Damascus, the capital 
of Syria, and on the land of Samaria, the head of Ephraim, before 
that, son should have knowledge to cry, “ My father and my mother.” 
Hence it is evident that the child mentioned in chap. vii. verso 14, 
called Immanuel, was much older than the child mentioned, oh. viii. 

3 ; for the attacks upon Syria and Israel by the Assyrians took place 
only before the former became of age to know right from wrong, 
but while the latter was still unable to pronounce a single word. 
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Verse C>, speaks of the army of Kozin, and of the son ol liemaliah, 
the kings of Syria qnd Israel, having refused the soft, waters of Shiloah, 
a river in Judah, figuratively meaning peace ; 7 and «S. of the Lords 
deelaring tliat he would bring into the land of Immanuel, upon these 
invaders, the strong waters of the river, that is, the armies of tin* 
king of Assyria ; 9 and 10, of the combination of the people against 
the king of Judah, winch turned to their own destruction, for the 
sake of Immanuel. It is worth noticing, that the last, word in verse 
10, is translated in the English version, “ (Jod is with us." instead 
of leaving it, as it is in the original Hebrew, “ Immanuel," though in 
two other instances, cli vii 14, and eh viii S, the word “lngnamier’ 
is left, unchanged as it stands in the original Versos 11 — 17, 
pronounce the Lord’s displeasure at the disobedience of the tnbes 
of Israel, advising them to fear the Lord, and not fear the eonledeiaev 
of the kings of Syria and Israel Verso IS declares the Lord s havinx 
given the prophet and the children for signs and foi wonders m 
Israel ; and the remaining verses of this chapter speak of false 
prophets, of the miserabh* situation of the Israelites a fact which 
is fully related in the book of 'i Kings, xvi A “ Then Kozin, king 
of Syria, and lVkah, son nf Kemaliah, king of Isiail, rjrne up to 
Jerusalem t<> war arid tliey be^eiged Alia*/, but could not overcome 
him " Verse H “ At tliat time He/in, kinc of Syria recovered 
1 .Lit h to Syna, and drove the Jews from Llath ; and tin Syrians ramc 
to 1 Hath, and dwelt there unto this H i y " Vcr 7 “ So Aha/ sent 

iiiesscngeis to Tiglath Prlesci, king of Assyiia, baying, 1 am thy 

servant and thy son C-une up and save me out of the hand of the 
king o] Syria, and out of tlie hand of the king of Israel, which rise 
up against me ” Ver d- ' And Ahaz look the silver and geld Ibal 
was found in t li e hmme of the Lord, and in the treasures of lhc king’s 
house, and sent it for a present to the king of Assyria ” Vcr 9 
“And tlm king of Assyria hearkened unto him fci the king of 
Assyria went up against Damascus, and took it. and carried the 
people of it captive to Kir , and slew Rczin " 

It is now lift to l he public tc ichecl seriously on the above 

cucumstance* stated :r the context and tc pronounce whether thereby 
it appears that vust 14 is ^rigirmlly applied \c HezeVuah, line son and 

Shiloh. tofT\\d \f\ Cvu. y\\y \t\ impVyvn^a tcAccmu dittos in sigmiuMi en pnd al-jc 
m spelling r i cm n the *ort' Sb h ’’ hcre*n nmlroncd ass t ^n)t\wg nvi^ m f,rpe^< 

nW , iri IsamS 'M i*i P 
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heir of Ahaz, king of Jerusalem, a child born before the defeat of his 
enemies, the Immanuel, whose land was Judah; or to Jesus of 
Nazareth, born at least .">00 yeais afterwards: and also to decide 
whether or not the land which Aha/ abhorred, had been forsaken by 
the king of Syria and of Israel, from the interference of the king of 
Assyria, before fle/ekiah came to years of discretion ; or whether 
that event took place only after the birth of Jesus. As to the appli- 
cation of verse 4 to Jesus Christ., by St. Matthew, my language in the 
Second Appeal was, that “ the evangelist Matthew referred in his 
Gospel to eh. vii. 14 of Isaiah, merely for the purpose of accommoda- 
tion ; the sou of Alia/, and the Saviour resembling each other, in each 
being the means, at different periods, though in different senses, of 
establishing the throne of the house of David, in the same manner, 
the apostles referred to Ilosea xi 1, in eh ii. 15 of his Gospel, and in 
many other instances " Nevertheless, the Rev Editor charges me 
with having blasphemed against the word of God, by attempting to 
persuade him and others, in my explanation of the above verse, “ that 
the evangelist Matthew ought not to be credited ” I, indeed, never 
expected such an accusation from the Editor To acquit, myself of 
the charge, 1 entreat my readers to refer to the translation of the four 
Gospels by Dr CamplxM, a celebrated Trinitarian writer, in whose 
notes (page U) that learned divine says, “ Thus eh. ii. 15, a declaration 
from the prophet Ilosea xi. 1, which God made in lelation to the 
people of Dr, mi, whom he had long before called from Egypt, is 
applied by the historian al him rely to Jesus Christ, where all that is 
meant is, that with equal truth, or rather, with much greater energy 
of signification, God might now say, I hare recalled my son ant of 
Kyypt Indeed, the import of the Greek phrase, as commonly used bv 
the sacred wnfeis, , s no more, as Le Ole re has justly observed, than 
that such word. >f auv of the prophets may be applied with truth to 
such an event " 

Did these orthodox writers also attempt to persuade people to 
disen dit the evangelical writings by applying Hosea xi 1, originally 
t<> Israel, and allusively to Jesus Christ? The Editoi will not, I 
presume, get tht* sanction of the public to accuse those learned 
dmnes of blasphemy 1 did no more* than adopt their mode of 
expression m examining Isaiah vij. 14, compared with Matt i. 22, 25, 
cud Hesea xi t, with Matt ii 15 ; yet I am charged with blasphemy 
agamst the uf the Gospel of Matthew. I must repeat the 
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very words I used in the Second Appeal, in comparing the book of 
Hosea with the Gospel, Matthew (p. 220), that the public may judge 
whether the language of the Editor, as to fny attempt to discredit 
the Gospel, is just and liberal. 44 Thus Matt. ii. 15, 1 Out of Egypt 
have I called my son,* the evangelist refers to Hosea xi. 1, which, 
though really applied to Israel, represented there as the son of God, 
is used by the apostle in reference to the Saviour, in consideration of 
a near resemblance between their circumstances in this instance : — 
both Israel and Jesus were earned into Egypt and recalled from 
thence, and both were denominated in the Scriptures the 4 Son of 
God.’ The passage of Hosea thus runs from ch. xi. 1 — 3: 4 when 
Israel wan a child, then I loved him, and called my son out of Egypt. 
As they called them, so they went from them : they sacrificed unto 
Baalim, and burnt incense to ‘graven images. I taught Ephraim 
also to go, taking them by their arms ; but they knew not that I 
healed them in which Israel, who is represented as a child of God, 
is declared to have sacrificed to Baalim, and to have burnt incense to 
graven images — circumstances which cannot justly be ascribed to 
the Saviour.” 

The Reverend Editor, likewise, in opposition to my explanation, 
applies Isaiah ix 6 to Jesus : 41 For unto us a child is born ; unto us 
a son is given : and the government shall be upon his shoulder : and 
hiH name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty God, 
The everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace and ail that he says 
( p. 534 ) in support of his referring this verse to the Deity of Jesus, 
is in these words : u To secure to Hezekiah that passage in ch. ix., 
o’ 1 r author gives us a translation or rather a paraphrase of it by 
Jonathan, m his Targum, to which we shall merely oppose that given 
b\ Bishop Louth ” (Jan the interpretation of the Old Testament given 
hy Jonathan and other celebrated Jewish writers, some of whom lived 
prior to the birth of Jesus, be discredited from the authority of one, or 
one thousand, Christian Bishops, to whom, at any rate, Hebrew is a 
foreign language? Can a Trinitarian, in arguing with one not belonging 
to the orthodox sect, and establishment, quote with propriety, for the 
refutation of his adversary, the authority of a Trinitarian writer ? The 
public may be the best judges of these points. As these Jewish 
writings are not unprocurable, the public may refer to them for their 
own satisfaction. Is there any authority of the sacred writers of the 
New Testament, authorizing the Editor to apply Isaiah, ix. 6, even in 
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an accommodated sense, to Jesus ? 1 believe nothing of the kind : — it is 
mere enthusiasm that has led a great many learned Trinitarians to 
apply this verse to Jesus, The Kditor avoided noticing the context, 
and the historical circumstances winch 1 adduced in my Appeal to 
prove the application of the verse in question toilezekiah. It maybe 
of use, howevci, to call his attention again to the subject. 1, therefore, 
beg of him to observe those facts, and paiticularly the follow ing ins- 
tances Oh. ix. i, promises that Israel shall not suffer so severely 
from the second as from the former invasion of the king of Assyria, 
when he invaded Lebanon and Naphtali and Galilee beyond Jordan. 
So we find it mentioned in 2 King, w. 29 . “In the days of Pekah, 
king of Israel, Tiglath-Pileser, king of Assyria, took ijon, and Abel- 
Reth-Maachali, and Janoah, and Kedesh, and Hazor, and Gilead, and 
Galilee, and all the land of Naphtali, and carried Israel captive to 
Assyria " Hut in the reign of IlezeLiah, so far from reducing Israel 
to captivity, the king of Assyria was compelled to return to his 
country with great loss, leaving Israel sale in their places (2 Kings, 
xix .'Jo, 30.) Verses 2 and 3 declare the joy which Israel were to feel 
at their delivery from the hands of their cruel invaders, and verse 4, 
at throwing off the yoke and rod of the oppressor. We find accord- 
ingly, in 2 Kings, xviii. 7, that Hezekiah rebelled against the king of 
Assyria, and served him not. Verse 3 foretells the destruction of the 
tinny of the invaders So we find, 2 Kings, xix. 31, 3f>, that, the angel 
of the Lord Blew a great part of the army of the Assyrian invaders. 
Verses H and 7 speak of the illustrious son who was then to reign with 
justice and judgment. So we find in 2 Kings, xviii 3 — 7, that Hezekiah 
during his reign did what was righj in the sight of God, so that, after 
or before him, there was none like him among the kings of Judah; 
and that the Lord was with him wheresover he went. Verses 9 and 
10 speak of the displeasure of the Lord at the pride and stoutness of 
heart of Ephraim and the inhabitants of Samaria, the enemies of 
Hezekiah and his father. So we find in 2 Kings, xviii 10, 11, that the 
people of Samaria were defealed and made prisoners by the Assyrians 
m the sixth year of Hezekiah Verse 11, of the Lord’s setting up the 
adversaries of Rezin, the king of Syria, against him. So we fiiid in 
Isaiah, vii. that Rezin, the king of Syria, who, with Ephraim, besieged 
Jerusalem at the time the city had borne the child mentioned in ch. 
vii 14, was defeated by his adversaries. Verses 12 — 20 describe the 
anger of God. aa occasioned by the wickedness of Israel Verse 21, 
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of Ephraim and Manasseh having joined together to invade \<%. 
Ch. x. 1 — 6, denounce punishment to the wicked people of Judi \ by 
the hands of the Assyrians. So we find in 2 Kings, xviii. 13, that in 
the fourteenth year of king Hezekiah, the great king of Assyria came 
against. Judah, and took all her fenced cities. Verses 8- 14, of the 
boasting of the king of Assvria as to his power snd conquests of 
many kingdoms, and his destruction of the gods of different nations, 
and of his contempt for the living God of the Jews in Jerusalem. 
So wc find in 2 Kings, xviii. 33— So, and xix. 11 — 14, that the king 
of Assyria boasted of his great power, and of having subdued the 
gods of the nations ; and that he despised Jehovah, the true, living 
God, even blaspheming him in a message to Hezekiah. Verses 12— 
20, promising to punish the king of Assyria, and to bring ruin upon 
him, for his high boastings and for his contempt against the Lord. 
So we find in 2 Kings, xix 21 34, that the Lord encouraged ihe 

virgin, the daughter of Zion, and the daughter of Jerusalem, to 
despise the king of Assyria, whom he had determined to punish for 
his disrespect; and promised safety to the inhabitants of Jerusalem 
on the prayer offered by Hezekiah So also we find in 2 Kings, 
xix. 3/5, and 2 Gluon ,x\xii. 21, that the Lord sent his angel into the 
camp of the king of Assyria and slew his* mighty men, leaders and 
captains. Verse 27 promises the king of Judah's liberation from 
the yoke of the king of Assyria So we find, 2 Kings, xviii. 7, that 
Hezekiah rebelled against the king of Assyria, and served him not 
afterwards It was n<>t Hezekiah alone that, in the beginning of his 
reign, acknowledged dependence upon the king of Assyria, but bis 
father Ahaz also confessed the superiority of the king of Assyria, and 
sued to him for protection against the kings of Syria and of Israel 
when Hezekiah was only a child. (2 Kings, xvi. 7 and 8.) 

The public may now judge whether or not the above circums- 
tances, and the contents of chapt.eis vii and viii noticed in the pre- 
ceding paragraphs, determine the application of verses (i and 7 of Hi. 
ix. of Isaiah to Hezekiah, who “did that which was right in the sight 
of the Lord “removed high places;” “broke the images and cut 
down the groves trusted in the Lord God of Israel “ clave to 
the Lord, and depart'" 1 not from Mb wir ' him ;" “with whom the 
1 z»rd w'hn 1 r rf.tT'i »»-d w Ini \',f r>-< no • he went *” aid prior 

and subsequent to whose reigD, “ was none like him among all the 
kings of Judah." (2 Kings, xviii. 3—7.) And they may also decide 
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whe her the delivery of Israel from the attack of the Assyrian*, and 
the punishment inflicted upon the king of Assyria in the prescribed 
manner, took place in the reign of Hezekiah, or that of Jesus Christ. 
If my readers compare minutely Chapters vii. — x. and xxxix. of Isaiah 
with 2 Kings, xv, xvi, xviii, xix, and xx, they will, I trust, have a 
still clearer view of the subject. 

In common with the son mentioned in Isaiah, ix. 6, who wa6 called 
Hezekiah, “God my strength” “ Immanuel," “ God with ns," “Won- 
derful, Counsellor, mighty God, the Father of the everlasting age, 
the Prince of Peace M human beings, and even inanimate objects, 
were designated by the same terms, or similar epithets, as noticed in 
pp. 240, 242, 243, 275 and 276 of my Second Appeal without being 
held up as the most high Jehovah. 

Moreover, the difference between “ to be *’ and “ to be (‘ailed ” is 
worth observing, as I noticed in the note at p. 275, Second Appeal, 
to which i beg to refer my readers. As to the phrases “no end,” “ for 
ever,” or “everlasting,” found in Isaiah, ix. 6, 7, these, when applied 
to creatines, are always to he taken in a limited sense, th< former 
signifying plenteousness, the latter, long dination, as 1 observed in 
note, p. 234 of the Second Appeal. !’/</<?( Jen , xlix. 26 ; Heb , iii. 6, 

St. Matthew, in an accommodated sense, applies Isaiah, ix. 1, 2, to 
Jesus, whose spiritual reign delivered also the inhabitants of Zebulun, 
and the land of Naphtalim and Galilee, fiom the daikness of sin, in 
the same way as in ilezekiah’s reign theii inhabitants were saved 
from the darkness of foreign invasion. 

As the Editor and many oithodnx Christians lay much stress on 
the application of the term Immanuel to Jesus, J offer the following 
observations. The sum total of their argument is derived from the 
following verse, Matt., i. 25 : “ And they shall call his name Imma- 
nuel, which, being interpreted, is God with us ” This name is 
composed of three Hebrew' words, “ Emma ” with ; “ hoc), ” n 
us ; “el,” God; that is, with God , hence the ad locates for 
the Trinity conclude that Jesu^ is lieu .ailed tn-d, and that lie must 
therefore be God. But let us ascertain whether other beings are 
not, in common with Jesus, called by designations compounded w ith c?, 
or God, in the sacred writings, or whether the term el is exclusively 
applied to Jehovah and Jesus, and then direct our attention to the 
above-stated conclusion. Gen., xxxii, 24 : “And Jacob was left alone, 
and there wrrestled a xrjan with him until the breaking of the day.” 
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Verse 30: “And he (Jacob) called the name of the j -lace bwOB, 
Panic! : for 1 have seen God face to face, and my life is preserved.” 
Here the place is called the face of el (God,) and the angel who 
wrestled with and blessed Jacob, and whom he saw there, is styled el 
(God.) Verse 28 : “ And he (the angel) said, Thy name shall be called 
no more Jacob; but Israel ; for as a prince hast thou power with God 
and with men, and hast prevailed As Jacob in wrestling with the 
angel, shewed him his power and prevailed, he was called Israel, the 
prince of God, or, properly speaking, the prince of the angel ; for it 
would be the grossest blasphemy to say that Jacob wrestled with the 
Almighty God, and prevailed over him. 8o we find in Gen. xlvi., 17, 
“ MalchieZ,” that is, “my king God;” Dan., viii. 16, “Gabriel,” 
“ mighty God 1 Ohron., xv. 18, “ Jaazi e/,” “ strong God verse 20, 
“Ijeliiel,” “living God 1 Sara., viii. 2, 14 The name of his first-born 
was Joel,” that is, “Jehovah God.” 

Moreover, the very term Immanuel is applied immediately in 
Isaiah, vii. 14, to the deliverer of Judah from the invasion of the king 
of Syria, and that of Israel, during the reign of Ahaz ; but none 
esteemed him to be God, from the application of thiB term to him. 
Besides, by referring to Parkhurst’s Hebrew Lexicon, on the explana- 
tion of the word el, (or God,) we find “ that Christian Emperors of the 
fourth and fifth centuries would suffer themselves to be addressed by 
the style of “ your divinity “ your Godship .” And also by referring 
to the Old Testament we find the 1 J*ms ° el , DV13W elohim , or 

God, often applied to superiors. No one, therefore, can be justified 
in charging the apostle Matthew with inconsistency, on account of his 
having used, even in an accommodated sense, the phrase 41 Immanuel,” 
for Jesus, appointed by God a- the ord of the Jews and Gentiles. 

The Editor denies the truth ot my assertion in the Second Appeal, 
(p. 241 ,) that David is also called the holy one of Israel, in Psalm 
lxxxix. and insists that Jehovah and the future Messiah only are 
styled the holy one. I therefore beg to refer my readers to the whole 
context of the Psalm in question, a few passages of whic/h I here 
subjoin. ^Ver. 111 .) “ Then thou spakest in vision to thy holy one , and 
saidst (vei*. 20 ) I have found David % my servant ; with my holy oil 

* E?ekiel, xxxi 11 > D’p bs “ The mighty one of the Heathen ” Exoil, xv 15 : 

- The mighty men of Moub.” L Sam., xxwu 15 dt6n 

“ 1 saw God,” that in Samuel. Exod., xxu. 8 DVlbun Si “ To tht GoiIm 
♦ hat is the- Judges. 
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have I anointed him.” (Yer. 26) “ He shall cry unto me, thou art 
my Father, MY Gin), and the rock of MY SALVATION . (Ver. 27) 
Also I will make him my first-born.” (Ver. 35) “Once I have Bworn 
by my holiness, that J will not lie unto I)AVID. n (Yer. 38) “ But 
thou hast cast off and ahhunrd , thou hast been wrath with thine 
anointed ” (\er. IV)) “Thou hast made void the covenant of thy 

servant ” [Ver. 44) “ Thou hast made his glory to cease.” (Yer. 45) 
“Thou hast covered him with shame.” The public now may judge 
whether the above sentences are applicable to king David, or to Jesus, 
whose (jlonj never ceased , — with whom God has never been wrath , 
and who cannot be supposed to have been covered with shame. 
Besides, it is evident from this passage, that the term “holy one” 
is applied to one constantly styled a servant.. 

The Editor inquires, (p 570,) what instances 1 bring that these 
names, peculiar to God, such as Wonderful, Counsellor, the mighty 
God, the everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace, were applied to 
certain kings in Israel ; I therefore beg to refer him to the passages 
mentioned in pp. 156 and 157 of the Second Appeal, in which he 
will lmd the same epithets given to human beings, and even to 
inanimate objects. 

With a vietv to deduce the Deity of Jesus Christ from the compari- 
son of Isaiah, xxviii. 16, with Isaiah, viii. 13, and with 1 Peter, iL 
(S, the KYv Editor thus comments (p 570) : “The declaration is, 
that Jehovah oi hosts shall be for t , tumbling stone, and for a lock of 
offence tit the two houses of Israel • but after the delivery of his 
prophet was lie this to them piior tu the coming of Christ ? As the 
house oi Israel was carried a wax captive a few years after the delivery 
of this prophecy, if not a yeamci two before, it is doubtful whether 
they e\ei saw this prophec\ while in their own land ; but Christ has 
been a stone of stumbling and rock of offence to all of every tribe for 
nearly eighteen centuries, while he has been a sanctuary to all wdio 
trusted in lain I need not prolong the discussion by pointing out, 
iluit h until delivered this prophecy in the reign of Ahaz ; that the 
captivity of one of the houses of Israel took place in the reign of 
llezekiah, his son, and that of the other house, in the reign of 
Xedekiak »ht bth king o! Jidah, from the time of Ahaz. As the 
Etiitoi uckin.wjt .!g< > the fu« i -line iwust of Israel being “earned 
awav e«ipi,\e a lew yeuis ahei the delivery of this prophecy,” he will 
undoubtedly he j eioiiadcd to confess also, the circumstance of their 
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distress and misery just before, as well as during the time of captivin , 
by an attentive reference to the sacred histories, 2 Kings and 2 Ohron. 
The necessary consequence, then, will be, that he will clearly perceive 
that the above-stated prophecy of Isaiah had been duly fulfilled long 
Itcfore Christ's birth, the Lord of hosts uaving become for a stumb- 
ling-stone and foi a rock of offence to the two houses of Israel, soon 
after the prophet’s declaration ; and that 1 I’eter, ii. 7, and 8, (“The 
stone which the builders disallowed, the same it made the head of the 
cornei . And a stone of stumbling, and rock of offence, even to them 
who stumble at the word, being disobedient,”) is but a general state- 
ment of the ill consequences attached to disobedience, whether on the 
part of Israel,', or of the Gentiles, to the word delivered to them by 
.lesus in his divine commission. Jesus is here represented as a stone, 
rejected by men but chosen by God ; and, consequently, he must be a 
stumbling-stone .o those who reject him, stumbling at his w'ord. 
Common sense, if not biassed by early prejudice, is sufficient to decide, 
that a stone, which is chosen and made the head of the comer by a 
maker, must not lie esteemed as the maker himself. 

The Editor comments, however, on the phrase, “ made the head 
of the comer,” in verse 7, saying “ As to his being made the head of 
the corner by his heavenly Father, this can no more affect nis 
unchangeable Deity, than his being made flesh.” This is as muon 
as to say, that the circumstance of his being made the head of die 
comer is as much a proof of his changeable nature as the fact of his 
being made flesh ; for were we to admit, that the circumstance of an 
object being made flesh, or matter, which he was not before, does 
not evince the cliangeableness of the nature of that object, we must 
then be at a loss to discover even a single changeable object in the 
world. If one’s being made flesh, and his growth and reduction, ii* 
the progress of time, should not be considered as an evidence of a 
change in him, every man might claim the honour of an immutable 
nature, and set up as God made flesh. 

The Editor says, (p. 571,) that I “ attempted to evade Isaiah, xi. 

(‘The voice of him thatcrieth in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way 
of the Lord, make straight in die desert a high-way for our God,’) by 
uspling it with Malachi iii. 1, ( ‘ Behold, I will send my messenger, 
and lie -hall prep tie .he way before me ; and the Lord, whom ye n-tu, 
shall suddenly come into his temple, even the messonger of the covenant 
whom ye delight in ; behold, he shall come, baith the Lord of hosts ) 
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confining his animadversions to the latter/ 1 I trust, the Editor, 
by referring to Mark, i. 2, 3, will find, that in coupling the above 
verses, I did no more than follow the example of that Evangelist, 
who also coupled them in his Gospel As the explanation, adopted 
by me, of the prophecy of Malachi, fully explains the passage of iBAiah, 

I confined my animadversion to the former ; for, 44 we find in the book 
of that prophet, distinct and separate mention of Jehovah, and of 
the Messiah, as the messenger of the covenant ; John, therefore, ought 
to be considered as the forerunner of both, and as the jtreparer of the 
way of both ; in the same manner as a commander, sent in advance to 
occupy a strong post in the country ot the enemy, may be said to be 
preparing -the way for the battles of his king, or of the general, whom 
the king places at the head of his army/’ (Second Appeal, pp. 243, 
244.) On which explanation the Editor observes, that 41 The fact is, 
that Malachi does not mention two; it is Jehovah who was suddenly to 
come into his temple; and afterwards, Jehovah and the Messenger of 
the covenant are identified by the prophet’s” adding, “he shall come,*’ 
not “they.” But we find, in the original Hebrew, Malachi, iii. 1, “and 
the messenger of the covenant,” with the conjunction “and,” after 
the mention of the Lord. It is, therefore, evident, that the messenger 
of the covenant is distinctly and ^eparat^y mentioned How the Editor 
supposes that “Malachi does not mention two,” I am unable to guess. 
We find also, immediately after the mention of “tho messenger of the 
covenant, whom ye delight in,” the prophet adds, “Behold, he Bhall 
come, saith the Lord of hosts,” as the saying of Jehovah. — How can 
the mention of the messenger of the covenant, in the third person, by 
the Deity, prove the unity of that messenger with the Deity? Were , 
we to admit, that every being spoken of in the third person by God, is 
identified with God, the number of identified Gods must, in that case, 
amount at least to thousands in the sacred writings. It is worth 
observing, that in the original Hebrew, “the messenger of the covenant” 
stands as nominative to the verb M3 or 44 shall come,” with the pro- 
noun “he.” i‘he verst thus stands in the original * 44 Behold, I will 
htucJ my niLb&eiiger, and he shall prepare the way before me ; and 
the Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to his temple ; and 
the messenger of the covenant, whom ye delight in ; behold, he Bhall 
come, (pr, IS COMING,) saith the Lord of hosts.” The Editor adds, 
44 That Jeans is Jehovah, mentioned in Isaiah, xl. whose way John 
was sent to prepare, is confirmed by the testimony ol 7*echanah 
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and John hie son.” As to the nature of Jesus, Zechariah gives ua 
to understand (Luke, i. 69,) that God 44 hath raised up an hum of 
salvation for ua in the house of his servant David.” In the evangeli- 
cal writings of Matthew, Mark, and Luke, we find Jesus represented 
by John, as mightier than himself. In John we find still more 
explicit testimony (i. 29). 44 Behold the Lamb of God, who taketh 
away the sin of the world.” (30 ) “ This is he of whom I said, After 
me cometh a man who is preferred before me.” My readers may 
now judge whether Zechariah and John confirmed the identity of 
Jesus with Jehovah, or represented him as a creature raised , and 
exalted by his and our Father, the Most High. 

Some orthodox divines having attempted to prove the Deity of 
Jesus, by comparing Isaiah, xl. 10, ( 44 Behold, the Lord God will come 
with a strong hand, and his arm shall rule for him : l>ehold, his reward 
is with him, and his work before him.”) with Rev., xxii. 12, (‘‘Behold, 

I come quickly, and my reward is with me, to give to every man 
according as his work Rhall be,”) I brought to their notice, ( in my 
Second Appeal p. 254, ) John, v. 30, 22, “ The Father judge th no 
man, but hath committed all Judgment unto the 'Sou;” and Matt., xvi. 
27, “ For the Son of Man shall come in the glory of his Father, with 
his angels ; and then he shall reward every man according to his 
works.” To weaken the force of my argument, the Editor says, ( p. 
573,) “These passages, however, do notin the least affect the question, 
which is not, by what authority Christ rewards, but whether he be the 
person described as rewarding : and this, these very passages confirm, 
particularly Rev., xxii. 12.” If in the administering of judgment and 
of reward, as well as in the performance of miracles, the authority by 
which these things are done should be considered as a matter of no 
consequence, the almighty power of Jesus, and that of several others, 
might be established on an equal footing. Is it not, therefore, a 
subject worthy of question, whether Joshua ordered the sun and the 
moon to stop their motions, by the authoriiy of God, or by his own 
power? Is it not a question worth determining, whether Elijah raiseu 
the dead by the authority of the Most High, or independently of the 
Almighty power ? But if we consider it incumbent on us to believe 
and to know that those prophets performed works peculiarly ascribed 
to God, by the authority of his Divine Majesty, why should we not 
deem it also necessary to ascertain whether the authority to judge men 
and to reward them accordingly, as well as the power of performing 
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miracles, were vested in Jesus, by the omnipotent God, or exercised 
by him independently of the Father of the universe ? In point of fact, 
we find the following positive avowal of Jesus himself — “The Father 
judgeth no man, but hath committed all judgment unto the Son” — 
“As f hear i judge ; and my judgment is just; because I seek 
not mine own will, but the will of the Father who hath sent me. M 
Hero the Kdi tor offers the following exeplanation, saying, that “AIL 
powe,, as to providence and final judgment, is committed to him, 
not meielv as the Son, but as the Son of Man, the Mediator, because 
he made himself the Son of Man " This amounts to the doctrine of 
tin* 'un-inld nature of Jesus, the absurdity of which 1 have often 
uofioed 1 may, however, be permitted to ask the Editor, whether 
thei»* am authoiity for the asKeition that Jesus, as the Son of Man* 
was dependent on God for the exercise of Ins power : but as the Son 
God \v;h ijiiite an independent Deity ? So far from meeting with 
Bueh authority, v\e tmd that Jesus, in every epithet that he was 
designated In, in described to lie subject to and dependent on God. 
Arts, \mi .11 " Because he hath appointed a day m which ul will 

judge tin wo! Id in righteousness, by tiiat MAS idiom he hath 
ordained; whereof he hath given assurance unto all men, in that 
UK hath rained him from the dead” John vin. “S . “Then said 
Jesus unto them, When ye have lifted up the SOX of MAX, then 
shall \e know that I am he, and that I do noth my of myself ; but aa 
my Fathei hath tauyhf me, 1 speak these things ” xvii. 1, '1 : “Father 
the lioui is come * gloi ify thv Son, that THY SOX also may glorify 
thei As thou hast yiven I11M power over all flesh, that he should 
gne eternal life to as many as than hast given him ” Ileb i, S, 9; 
“ rii\ throne, O GOD, is for ever and cvei ; as ceptre of lighteousness 
is tin' M-eptie of tiiy kingdom Thou hast loved righteousness and 
hated nihjuity ; theiefote God, even THY GOD, hath anointed thee 
with the oil of gladness abou* thy fellows ” The Editor says, “His 
gloiy lie i the Son) may, for a season, lay aside, but his divine nature 
he can never change ” 1 wish to be informed what kind of divine 

nature it was that could be divested of its glory and power, | even 
for a season. To my understanding, such divinity must be analogous 
to matte without space ->r gravity, or sunbeam without light, wdiich 
my 1 1 ,n te ^ capaeit- I mu t »<*uiess, cannot comprehend. 


0 John, xvii f> awl 'J- 


f John, xvii 2 ; Acts x 38. 
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The Editor finally argues, that “as the Father’s committing U the 
Son the entire work and glory of being the final judge of all, judging 
no man himself, aoes not change his glorious nature, so the Son’s 
laying aside his glory and becoming a man, in no w iy changes his 
original nature and godhead.” It is true that God’s committing to 
the Son the authority of judgment, bestowing on the sun the power of 
casting light upon the planets round him, and enabling superiors to 
provide food and protection for their dependents, do not imply any 
change in his glorious nature ; for it is ordained by the laws of nature, 
that nothing can be effected, in this visible world, without the interven- 
tion of some physical means : but that the Son's or any other being’s, 
laying aside his glory and becoming a man must produce at least a 
temporary change in his nature, is a proposition as obvious as any that 
can be submitted to the understanding. 

I have of course, omitted to quote John, v, 2.\ during this discussion 
in my Second Appeal, because it has no relation to the subject, and 
because 1 noticed it fully in another part of that, publication, p. 

I will also refrain from noticing, in this place, Ileb., i. 12, alluded 
to by the Editor, as I have already considered that passage as fully as 
possible in the preceding Chapter, p. 92. 

The Editor next comes to Isaiah xliv.fi* “Thus sait.h the Lord, 
the King of Israel, and his redeemer Jehovah of hosts, I am the first 
and 1 am the last, and beside me there is no God comparing it 
with Ifev , i. 8, and xxii l.‘» Thin argument lias been already 
replied to in my Second Appeal , it shall he again adverted to 
shortly. He then endeavours to prove that J6sus cannot lie niwnt 
as prohibiting John from worshipping him in \ rise 9, saying, that 
4i In this bf>ok five persons address at different times, two of the 
elders around the throne two angels, and he who is the grand speaker 
throughout the book — whom he, after the first ohaptei, often intro- 
duces without the least notice, while he previously describes every 
other speaker, with the utmost care.” The Editor, however, lias 
quoted omy instances in which John describes the two elders and the 
two angels in a distinct manner ; but I cannot find that he adduces 
even a single instance where the “grand speaker” is “introduced 
without the least notice.” Again, he says, 11 flow could Jesus forbid 
John to worship him, after he received worship by the i omm ami of 
God from all tie angels ?” 1 may be, on, the same principle, justified 
in asking the Editor, How the angel could forbid John to worship him 
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while he knew that other angels of God, and even human beings, had 
received worship from fellow-creatures? Joshua v. 14; “And Joshua 
fell on his face to the earth, and did worship, and said unto him/’ 
(the captain of the host of the Lord,) “What saith my Lord unto his 
servant?” Numb., xxii. 31 : “And he (Balaam) saw the angel of the 
Lord standing in the way, and his sword drawn in his hand, and he 
bowed down his head, and fell flat on his face.” Daniel, ii. 46 : “Then 
the king Nebuchadnezzar fell upon his face and worshipped Daniel.” 
As the Editor h argument, therefore, must apply with equal force to 
angels as well as to Jesus, it is quite plain that no conclusion can be 
drawn from it relative to tlx© identity of the being who, in Rev. xxii., 9, 
forbids John to worship him. The fact is, that the word “worship,” 
in scriptural language, is used sometimes as implying an external 
mark of religious re\erence paid to God ; and since, in this sense wor- 
ship was offered by John to the angel, or to Jesus, he refused it, as is 
evident from the last sentence of verse 9, “ worship God / and some- 
times the same word “ worship” is used as signifying merely a token 
of civil respect due to superiors : and accordingly, in this latter sense, 
not only Jesus, but angels and prophets, anid even temporal prince* 
or masters, used to accept of it, as we find in Matt,., xviii 26, “The 
servant, therefore, fell down and worshipped him/’ and so in various 
other instances. It denotes, in this acceptation, merely a marie 
of reverence, which neither identifies those to whom it is offered 
with the Deity, nor raises them to a level with their Creator, the Most 
High. My readers will observe, that the author of the book of Revela- 
tion declares himself, in Oh. i. 17, to have fallen at the feet of Jesus ; 
and he speaks also, in Ch. v 8, of the four beasts and four-and-twenty 
elders having fallen down before the Lamb ; avoiding, however, in 
<hese places, as well as throughout the whole book of Revelation, the 
use of the word worship to express the reverence shewn to the Lamb ; 
while to the words “ fell down,” whom referring to God, he adds in- 
variably, “and worshiped him.” Yule Oh. vii. 11 ; xi. 16; xix 4, and 
v. 14. Srdly. He says, “How could Jesus, who declares himself to 
be Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end, reject worship from 
Jphn ? ” 1 do not wonder at the Editor’s entirely neglecting to notice 

my remarks on the terms “ Alpha and Omega,” or, “the beginning 
and the end,” in the Second Appeal, p. 2/52, — to wit, “Alpha and 
Omega, beginning and end, are, in a finite sense, justly applicable to 
Teens,” — when I find him regardless of the explanation given by John 
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himself respecting these terms, abd by St. Paul, one of hie'fellow- 
labourers. Rev., iii. 14 : 41 These things saith the Amen t the faithful 
and true witness, the beginning of the creation of God: I know thy 
works,’* Ac., Cor. i. 15 : “The first-born of every creature.” 1 Cor., 
xv. 24 : “ Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God , even the Father.” Verse 28 * “ And when all thing* 
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be subject 
unto him, that God may be all in all.” 

As to Rev , i. 8 introduced again by the Editor, the expulsions it 
contains are given as those of God himself and not of Christ, since it 
describes the speaker to be Him “ who ir, and who was, and who is 
to come, the Almighty ” — an epithet peculiarly applied to God five 
times in the book of Revelation, and very often throughout the rest 
of the sacred writings, and which is but a repetition of what is found 
in the preceding verse 4th of that Chapter. Being equivalent to 
“Jehovah,” it has never been applied to Jesus in any part of the 
Revelation, either separately or joined with the terms “ Alpha and 
Omega.” But, as I have already fully noticed this verse in page 112, 
1 will not return to the subject here. 4thly. The Editor urges, 
“ How could Jesus, who searches the heart, reject tne acceptance of 
worship ?” In answer to which I beg to remind him, that the pro- 
phets and the apostles also, as far as they possessed the gift, of pro- 
phecy, were able to discover what passed in the hearts of other men; 
or in other words, were “ searchers of hearts.” Thus, in the Acts of 
the Apostles, Ch. v, verses 3, 4, 8 , 9, St Peter is represented as a 
searcher of the hearts ; but he is again stated, in Ch. x. 25, 20, to 
have prohibited ^Cornelius from offering him worship. And in 2“ 
Kings, vi. «‘J2, Elisha is declared to have known what passed in 
the heart of the king, without our therefore acknowledging him as an 
object of religious worship 

The Editor, lastly, lays stress on the phrase found in Rev., vii. 17, 
“ The Lamb who is in the midst of the throne,” overlooking the appli- 
cation of the same word, “midst,” to the elders and the four beasts, in 
(Mi. iv. 6. Besides, such a phrase as “to sit with the father on his 
throne,” implies nothing in the book of Revelation except an acquisi- 
tion of holy perfection and honour, which Jesus, in common with every 
righteous Christian acquired through his merits. Ch. iii. 21: “ To 
him that overcometh will 1 grant to sit with me in my throne, even 
as I also overcame f and am set down with my Father in his throne. *’ 
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Tn answer to his assertain, that it is “ the Lamb whom the blessed 
constantly adore, crying, Holy, holy, holy, Lord God Almighty,” I 
beg to refer my readers to Ch iv. 8, which contains this phrase ; nay, 
lather to the whole of that Chapter, where they will find’ that no men- 
tion of " the Lamb,” or .Jesus, is once made. 

The Editor observes, (p. f>77,) that “in verses fi, 6, of Ch. xxi. 
another speaker besides the angel is introduced in an abrupt manner.” 
1 thcreloie repeat- verse 11, of Ch. xx. and verses 5 — 7 of Ch. xxi and 
leave my readers to judge whether or not the speaker is here intro- 
duced in the same abrupt'* - manner as he alleged to be in Ch: xxii. 
I”, according tn the interpretation of the Editor. Ch. xx 11: “And 
I saw a great white throne, and him that, sat on it, from whose face 
the earth and the 1 caven fieri away, and there was found no place 
lor them ” Ch xxi fi : “ And hr that sat. upon the throne said, 
Hehold, I make all things new. And he said unto me, Write, for 
tlie.se words are true and faithful.” Ver. fi : “ And he said untome, 
Tt is done lam Alpha and Omega,” Ac. Ver. 7 • “He that over- 
eometh shall inherit all tilings, and 1 will be his God, and be shall be 
my son " 

1 really cannot perceive what the Editor could have meant by the 
following remark “ He there fin verse ft) uses the same language 
found in Ch. xxii fi, ‘ \\ rite, for these words are true and faithful ’ !” 

1 hope lie could not have intended to identify the speaker in Ch. xxii. 
fi, who represent^ himself as a fellow-servant of John, with the 
speaker in Ch. xxi. who thus, speaking of himself, says, (verse 7,) 

J will be his God, and he shall lie my son ” Besides, the language 
found in Ch xxi. ft, is not “ the very same ” used in Ch xxii fi, mucc 
in the former the whole speech stands thus- Write, for these say- 
ings are true and faithful ,” but in the latter we find only, “ These 
sayings are faithful and true but not the verb “ irGtr," nor the 
casual preposition “ for " 

J be Editor comCs next to what he calls internal e\ idence , 
savnig, “Internal evidence, hmveter, demonstrates that this angel 
neither said, ‘ Behold, I come quieklyV (verse 7.) nor * I am Alpha and 
Omega, (verse 1 J ) ’ Let us now examine the context and the style 


- ll of Ne\rlation. Johniiitroduees, about eight \ times diffeient speaker*, 

li’it not oner without a distinct notice of the speaker m the context Jn Ch \vi, 14, 1,5, 
the day ol the Lord is mctaphoi io»dly introduced as a speakn Vuic I The,** v. and 
!? 1 ’t ter, 1 1 1 
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of the writings of the book of Revelation 1st. There is not a single 
instance iu the whole book of Revelation, in which a Rppp'J. . . repeat- 
ed without the previous introduction of the speaker t and in this 
instance we find ;*n angel is previously introduced in verse b, as the 
f peaker of verse 7 The passage in question (verses b - J.’{) ru ns thus ■ 
And he said unto me, These saying* are faithful and true and the 
Lord God c f the holy prophets sent his angel to shew his servants 
the things which must shortly be done (7) Behold, ] come quickly : 
blessed is he who keeps the pn.phecv o*‘ tins book, (8) ], John, saw 
these things, and heard them \ ml when I had heard and shd, I 
fell down to worship before the fret of the angel who shewed me 
these things (9) Then saith he unto me, See thou do it not ; for I 
am thy fellow-sonant, and of thy bn t! ren the prophets, and of them 
which keep the sayings of this book worship God (10; And he saith 
mPo me, Seal not the sa brigs of ♦he prophecy of this book, for the time 
is at hand (11) He that isunju-t, let him unjust still ; and he 
which is filthy, let him he filthy still - he that is righteous, Jet him 
be righteous still, and in* that ■« holy, let him be h -ly still. (12) 
And behold, I come quickly, a** 1 mv reward is with me, to gi\e 
c\try man according as his w -rk shall J>e (Id) I am Alpha and 
ami Omega, the loginning and the end, the first and the last.” 1 a. 
therefore, quite at a h ^ to rmnpn hend how tlie Editor can jus: 
himself in ascribing verses b, \ and 9, to one being, and ve: 
the 7th to anothei, in whidi thcr»‘ is no notice whatsoever of a n 
speaker. 2ndly There is only one agent in the whole train <*f the 
verses, extending as far as verse 20, and no unbiased mind can, m 
the face of all the rules -f composition reiect the relation of a vnb 
tu an appropriate nominative Handing before it, in order to refer tin* 
same to d noun which is not found in any of tie immediately 
preceding sentences. Srdly Were we to follow' the example <d 
the Editor, and refer verses fi, 8, and 9, to an unknown angel, and 
verse 7 abruptly to Jesus, (which 1 conceive we cannot do, without 
defying common sense, and all the acknowledged laws of grammar,) 
we must be totally at a loss to account for the strange conduct ol 
John towards Jesus, his Mastei, in falling down to worship before, 
the feet of the angel, and neglecting Jesus entirely, though he 
and heard them both at one time, or rather his vision of Jesus was 
subsequent to that of the angel. 4thly. John himself explains whom 
he meant by the angel mentioned in xxii 6, identifying this an"*] 

50 
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with Jesus, expressly named in the lirst Chapter of Revelation. Oh. 
xxii 0 . “ And the I^ord God of the holy prophets sent his angel to 
vl l( , r unto hi ft servants the things which must shortly he dove." Oh. i. 
i “God gave unto him, (Jesus,) to show unto his servants things 
which must shortly come to }>ass." As, in the English version there 
is wune difference, though of no consequence, m these iwo phrases, 
I therefore quote the original, containing the precise words in lx>th 
instances. 

Set£<u rots 8ovAoi8 avrov u yuvecrBcu tv Tac^t 

1 lj * * pe now that the explanation of t lie author of the book of 
hVvelation, joined with the above-stated circumstances, will not fall 
short oi pioducing conviction in the mind of the Editor and my other 
opponents 

We mis easily line! ont the angel who is described in the latter end 
t) f Ch i 1, as being sent by Jesus, by reference to Ch. xxii. 16: “I 
Jesus have sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in the 
churches " We find here two things distinctly : one. that Jesus 
designated as an angel m xxii. 6, shewed , as directed by God in Ch 
i J, all things a Inch must shortly come to pass ; and the other, that lie 
sem his angel to shew to John and his other servants these things in 
the churches, inspecting the Christian dispensation, as expressly 
mentioned in *eise 1 of the book of Revelation, as well as in Ch xxii. 
16 othly. 1 will now have recourse to the rule recommonded by 
the Editor, “ that ween the speaker is not expressly named, his 
language designates him.” As the phrase “ I come quickly,” found 
elsewhere in the book of Revelation, is used expressly by Jesus as 
speaker in live different instances, (Ch. ii. 5, 16, Ch. iii 11, Ch xxii. 
1L\ L J 0,) we must miturally ascribe this phrase in verse 7, to Jesus, 
and must, thertiore, refer the immediately following verses (8, 9,) t.o 
him, in perfect consistency with all other scriptural writings. It is 
not only in verse 9 that Jesus calls himself a servant of God, and 
addresses Christians as brethren, but also in Matt., xii. 18, he 
lepresents himself as a chosen servant of the Most High ; and in 
xxviii 10, and John xx. 17, designates the disciples as his brethren. 

If the Editor should sa ( > , accoiding to the general mode of 
Trinitarian exposition, that the adoption of such designations was in 
reference to the human capacity of Jesus, he will perhaps give up 
the present difference from me, under the supposition that in this 
instance also Jesus calls himself a servant of God, and his followers 
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brethren, as well as forbids John to worship him, i*u u\\ in his 
human capacity. 

1 now conclude my reply to this branch of the Lditoi’s aiguinent, 
with a few remarks in allusion to such questions of the Kditor, as 
“ Is it that the Son of God, after receiving the worship of the highest 
archangel at God’s express commands forbade John to worship him ?” 
cVo. I would ask, in turn ; Gan any man be justified in ascribing ]>eity 
to one whose language is this ■ “ As I received of my Valher" (Rev., 

R. 27); “1 June not found thy works perfect before Uod” (iii. 2), 
“1 will confess his name before my Father, and before his angels ” 
(verse '») ; “ Him that overcometh will 1 make a pillar in the temple 
ol my God : l will write* upon him the name of my Clod , and the name 
of the city oi my God, which cometh down out of heaven from 
my tlud" v (Verse 1- ) Is it consistent, with the nature .of God to 
acquit e exaltation through merit (’hap v. 12: 14 Saying witli a 
loud voice, Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive power, and 
riches, and wisdom, and .st length, and honour, and glory, and 
blessin".” Ch. ni, 21. “ To him that overcometh v\ ID 1 grant to 
sit. with me in my throne, I \ i:\ as J also overcame , and am set down 
with mi) Father in his throne ”? Is it becoming of the nature of 
God to smg thus, addressing himsell to another being * “ Great and 
marvellous are ruv works, Lord God Almighty; just and true are 
ih\ \s a\s, thou King of Saints. Who shall not fear Tilfcfc, O Lord, 
and glorify THY name v for tiioi only art holy, ” Ac. Oh. xv. *1, 4. 
Is not the Lamb throughout the whole Revelation mentioned separately 
and distinctly from God . Oh. i. 1 : “ 'Hie Revelation of Jesus Christ , 
which ( lod gave unto him ” Verse 2 “ Who bare record of the word 
of (iud, and of the testimony of Jesus Christ. ” Verses 4, 7> : “And 
peace 1 from him who is, and who was, and who is to come ; and from 
the seven spints which are before his throne ; and from Jesus Christ , 
who is the faithful witness." Verse i.) : “ For the word of God, and 
for the testimony of Jesus Christ. ” Ch v G : “ Thou wast slain , 
and hast redeemed us to God ” Verse 10 ; “And hast made us unto 
ourdod kings and priests.” Ch. xi. ].*> . “The kingdoms of this 
world are become the kingdoms of our Lord , and of ms Christ. ” 
Ch xii. 17 - “ Who keep the commandments of God , and have 
the testimony of Jesus Christ " Ch. xiv. 12: “That keep the 
commandments of God, and the faith of Jesus. ” Ch xxi. 2o : “ Fot 
the glory of God did lighten it, and the Lamb is the light theieof ” 
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John in ascribing to the Lamb most honorary epithets, those generally 
printed in capitals, takes great care in the choice of words, Ch xix 
16 : 11 He (the Lamb) hath on his vesture and on his tliign a name 
written, King of Kings, and Lord of Lords ” Ch. xvii. 1 4 For “ he 
(tlie Lamb) is Ixird of Lords, and King of Kings.” The apostle never 
once declares him to be “ Cod of (rods, ” tne peculiar cjnthet of 
the Almigty Power. So the most holy saints sing first the song 
of Moses, and then that of the Lamb ; having perhaps had m view 
the priority of the former in the latter in point of birth. Ch xv 3 ; 

4< And they (the holy saints) sing the song of Moses, tin* servant of 
God, and the song of the Lamb 

In answer to one of the many iiiMiMintvns made by tin Kditor 
in the course of his arguments, to wtT, “ If this be Christ, what must 
become of the precepts of Jesus?” (p f»76) I most r(-luctant]\ 
put the following query in reply * If a slain lamb be Co j Almigh*v t 
or his true emblem, what, must b* his worship, ami what lniht, 
become his worshippers ? 

On the attempt to prove the Leity of J' sns Ch/ist by c r injuring 
Isaiah, xiv. 23, (“Onto me,” i. ( , Cod, “ every knee shall 1m\v, every 
tongue shall swear,”) with limn, xi. 10 12, Hut wh\ dost thou 

judge thy brother? or why dost, thou set at nought th\ brother v 
For we shall all stand before tin given t-seat of Chrnt K<>r it is 
written, As 1 live, saitli the 1 or], cserv knee shall bow to m e, and 
every tongue shall confess to « Jod S» then, every one of u^ shall give 
account of himself to Cod,”) 1 th-eMvJ in my Second A] peal, that 
“Between the prophet and tin- apn-t*e there is a perfrt t aurroment 
in substance, since both declare tiia 1 it if* to Cod that no y knee 
shall bow, and even tongue d! confer through him , befoie whose 
judgment-seat we shall all blan at the same time both Jesus and 
his apostles inform us, that we must stand before the judgment- seat 
of Christ, because the Father has committed the office of final judgment 
to him.’* To which the answer of the Kditor is this, “ We here beg 
leave to ask our author, where the phrase through him is to he found? 
it must be in the author’s ropy of the prophet and the apostle— it is 
not in ours.” 13y these words the Editor clearly means to insinuate, 
that the words in question are gratuitously inserted in my explanation, 
and without any authority in tlie holy scriptures. At least I am 
otherwise at a loss to understand what he means by saying that the 
words of my paraphrase are not to be found in his editiol the 
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Bible; for it would be unworthy to suppose of lum that in- ’wished 
to impress h:s readers with the idea, that I was quoting a particular 
passage falsely, instead of the fact that 1 was only giving my idea 
of its import. That 1 was hilly warranted 111 my mterpi elation, I 
hope to convince the Editor himself, bv referring him to the following 
passages, in which t is expressly declared that it is through Jesus 
that glory and thanks are to be given to Clod, and that we have 
peace with God : and also that it is by dnsr^ Gjnusi that God judgeth 
the wo! Id Iiom . xvi. 27 : “To God only wise, be gloiy through 
Jesus Christ forevei Amen' Ch 1: 14 We have peace with 

God through our Lord desus Christ " Ch. i. «S . il 1 thank my God 
through desus Christ ’’ Git n 1(G “In the day when Cod shall 
judge the secrets of men hg Jesus ('hrist" 2 Gor , v IS “All 
things aie of God, who liath, iu mmled ms to himsell /*// Jesus 
Christ John, v 22 “ Lor the Kithei judgeth no man, but hath 

committed all imlgimut into the Son/’ Aftei eonsidenng these 
texts, no one can, I thmh, ri ! is to a Inm tiie coireetnes* »>1 my 
assertion, that : t is t<> Cod every knee Giall bow through ('hrist, befoie 
whose judgmeir-s.'at we. "hall "fund, “ because the FatI.et has cnm- 
wittedthr <dlu*e oi final iiidgim tit In lum," as being founded upon tin 1 
best authority thui man can appeal to 

Upon the inti t pi* to r i« *n of the anmi '-mentioned pa^.igt of Isaiah, 
to wit, “ It is desus fai sv cars G re by himself." 1 olis.-ncd in my 
Second Appeal, “lb u can tie v escape tin* context, wlrch expressly 
informs us that d<ho\.tii God, an 1 not di sim, swon i.i thL manner?" 
To this the Kdit -r :• piie*. iha T “ the Son ‘.vas Jehovah brfoie he was 
Jesus," &c I - not this merely a begging of the question, masmuch 
as one may eqtialh uwrt Lb, it Mo>es i r Joshua was delmvih before 
he was Moses or doshu ’ G 

He furt he i says, tuat “ de-ms - so pre-eminently Saviout , that tlieie 
is salvation in no oihoi " "1 agr e with the Editor so far as to declare 
Jesus to be, umlei God, the oidv Siviour mentioned is the ic-eonls n* 
the Christian dispensation ; but ; ie\ioim to liis Girth theie were many 
saviours raised by God to &,m Ins sn win! noticed .die,c!\ in other 

places. 

The Editor add*., that, in baiah, xiv :M, nghtenusm — n used in 
such a sense as is piinmpuov applicable to the Son 1 tlieo fore 
transcribe the ver»c, that the aailcr may judge whctlmi not Ids 
position has an\ fouadateh: Smely, shall one say, In the LuC 
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have I righteousness and strength : even to him shall men come 
and all that are incensed against him shall he ashamed.” 

Respecting the attempt to prove the Deity of Jesus from the cir- 
cumstance of his being figuratively represented as the husband or the 
supporter of his church, John, ni, 2(1, hph., v. 23, and also Gods 
being called the husband of his creatures, Isaiah, liv. fi. I requested in 
my Second Appeal, that “ my readers would be pleased to examine 
the language employed in these two instances. In the one God is re- 
presented as the husband of all his creatures, and in the other, Christ 
is declared to be t lie husband, or the head of his followers : there 
is, therefore, an inequality of authority evidently ascribed to God and 
to Jesus Moreover. Christ himself shows the relation that existed 
between him and his church, and himself and God, in John, xv. I : ‘I 
am the true vine, and my father is the husbandman.' Verse 5 : ‘ I am 
the vine, ye are the branches, Ac Would it not be highly unreason- 
able to set at defiance the distinction drawn by Jesus between God 
himself, and his church v The Kdi tor has not taken the least notice 
of this last argument ; he only glances over the former, saying, 
( p 570) “ Had our author examined the context with sufficient care, he 
would have found that those to whom God declares himself the husband, 
are so far from being all his creatures, that they are only one branch 
of his church, the Gentiles, the children of the desolate, in opposition 
to the Jews, the children of the married wife ” I wonder how the 
choice of the designation “ thv Maker,” in Isaiah, liv •">, in preference 
toothers, and its true force, could escape the notice of the Kdi tor, as 
the phrase 41 thy Maker is thy husband ” implies in a general sense 
that whosoever is the maker is also the preserver, and consequently, 
God is the husband, or the preserver, of all his i reatures, including 
the Jews more especially as his chosen people. I, however, wish to 
know how the Editor justifies himself in concluding ieal unity between 
God and Jesus from the application of the term husband to them, 
while Jesus declares the relation between God, himself, and his 
church, to be such as that existing between the husbandman, the 
vine, and its branches. 

Some orthodox divines having attempted to establish the Deity of 
Jesus, by comparing .lei , xxin •>, b, (“ I will raise unto David a 
righteous branch, and a king shall n ign and prosper- and this is 
his name wlieieby lie shall be tailed, t nr. i«»i:i» <>M: Kiuinr.oi snkss, ) 
with 1 lor, i- 30, '“Christ Jesus, who* f God is made unto us wisdom 
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and righteousness,’ 1 &c.) T replied, in my Second App»\i:, that “1 
only refer my readers again to the passage in Jer xxxiii , lf», in which 
Jerusalem also is called a thk lord orn rk;titi;oi s\r,s N ' and to the 
phrase, ‘is made unto ug of God' found in the passage in question, 
and expressing the inferiority of Jesus to God ; and also to (’or., v 
‘that, we might be made the righteousness of God in him where 
St Paul says, that all Christians may ‘he made the righteousness of 
God;’” to which the Rev. Editor thus replies (p 4 SO) ; “This 
does not at all affect the question in hand, which is simply, whether 
tliis righteous branch of David, this king, who shall reign and 
prosper, be Jesus Christ or not : and to prove this, wo need only 
call in the testimony of the angel to Mary, Luke, i. oil, T>, £ The Lord 
God shall give unto him the throne of his father, David And lie 
shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever.’” The Editor here 
overlooks again the force of the phrase, “God shall giee unto him 
(Jesus) the throne of his father David,” implying, that the throne and 
exaltation which Jesus was possessed of, was but the free (jiff of God. 

To lessen the force of such phrases as, “being made of God,” 
“God shall give unto him,” &c., the Editor adds, that, “relative to his 
‘ being made of God our righteousness to us,’ this can of course make 
no alteration in the Son’s eternal nature ” I, therefore, beg to ask 
the Editor, if one’s being made by another anything whatsoever that 
he was not before, does not tend to prove his mutable nature, what 
nature, then, can be called mutable in this transitory world v The 
Editor again advances, that Jesus “was Jehovah before he became 
incarnate,” &c. This is a bare assertion which T must maintain to 
be without any ground, unless lie means to advance the doctrine, that 
souls are emanations of God and proceed from the Deity 

As to Jerusalem being called, “ Jehovah our righteousness,” the 
Editor says, “ We may observe, that it is the church of Christ, the 
holy Jerusalem, who bears this name, to the honour of her glorious 
head and husband, who is, indeed, Jehovah her righteousness” 
(p f>81 ) Let us reflect on this answer of the Editor In the first 
place, the term Jerusalem, in Jer., xxxiii. 16, from its association 
with the term “Judah,” is understood as signifying the well-known 
holv city in that kingdom, having no reference to the chunk or 
followers of Christ. In the fiecond place, if the Editor understands 
by the term “ Jerusalem ” here, the church of Christ, and admits 
of Jerusalem being figuratively called “Jehovah our righteousness,” 
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nn the j ikI that Ghn-t i- its Gad, a,..] that, con-equentL m 

bears that name “to the // mmo <l !:* i glorious head,’ though, :i 
nalil\, < 1 1 il * m Mt from and -nl>. ruinate to linn, h' w rail hr reject tho 
figuratiw a | plication of th phrase ‘ Jehovah our righteousness ” 
to .Jesus, on the Mime ground and -ame [ *i inc i ] >lf*, which is, that as 
•lehowih i' tin* head of ( ’hri- 1, » oimequentlx Ch:iM hears ti**s mum 
‘‘to honmii of liis hriitl/ thoi.gli, m lealitv, di lie rent honi and 
Md»oM|inat»* oj God ,y 1 nii J \ ’oi \i \ “ [hit 1 would haw* /on know, 

that tin* in , d <•! "ver\ man e t’hiist, and the head of the woman L 
tlie m in, and tin* m,\i> oi G mum i- Gon ” 

lli* I'idit'u shews an instance in Isaiah, in winch Si ven women 
wish to In tailed b\ the nanic of a husband, to have llieii repio.nh 
taken ;nv;i\ lie must a Go 1 now that thousands of ons and <h -eon- 
dants aie railed by the name i f one of their lathers, and st i ^ai.ts b\ 
the name of then niasteis, to tin honour of the father oi the mastei 
l /dr, I saiah \l\m l ; (Jem, \!oi (i , ]h»sea, xi X, () ; Kx. »* l , van 21. 

I he hditoi then proceeds todmde the honoraix name.*., louud in 
scripture, into two kinds one given b\ nirn, and t 1, * otliei b\ find ; 
but he must know that the names gown bv piophe! ,, or !>\ nimiDOn 
men, il used ami continued by (iod, oi by an\ of the sured writers, 
become as woithx of atti ution its if the\ had been bestow , d origi- 
nally b\ tin* Deity himself 

1 h<* bo I it oi again us<*^ the following wools . v The liicommuni- 
cah* name dilmwdi, the sell -exist-mt/’ 1 tom t lie verb iTjn haicah , 
to be or ‘‘to exist , whnn is applud to no one thiuughout the 
scriptures besides the sac ml linee,” &n t We know vei ■ numerous 
instances in which the name ‘ delmwdi ” is apj lied to the n.ost -rmied 
(iod, Init nevei met with an instance of applying to two olhe 1 saued 
persons the simple term 44 J»ho\ all ” J wish the Kditoi had been 
good enough lo have taken into consideration lha f this is tin* very 
point in disjait**, and to linn* shewn instances in which the second 
and third pi lsons of the Deity (aceoiding to the ivlitoris expression) 
are addressed by tins uanm fie imtlier obsi ,ves, that “no one 
supposes that delm\uh-J neh, “God will see or prov iuc,” gi\ e>* bv 
Abraham to the place win ie he olTered Isaac was intended to d- .f\ 
that place, but to perpetuate the i.u-t that tin* Lord did theie provide 
a sacrifice instead of Isaac , that Jchovah-nisM, “ God, my baimei, 1 
given by Mo^es to his altar, intended anything more than that God 
was his banner against the Amalekites that dcimvah-tsndkcnu. 
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'* Jehovah ( ’ii i i • •] l! mUsjk^s,” tin* name b\ w !i u*h nn ■» ‘-hone 1 ^ . 
Jems: t 1 , 1 1 'h * i • i ^ imn-h w is noeii i< ! to icily **i , but to 
(h aes s '.iu 1 1 i a I » i o i ! .* • « an! je id, vim L u^hle- mvaess, is indeed 
Jeliov ib f - !•*?•* 1 i * *1 1* >w ill* veiv sail" mode of luterpieiation 

adopt# d I » v tin* 1 ' 1 1 < 1 1 . m < \plaming t lit ^imt' phrase, “The Lord 
our ] i elite* hi ue-V' *-«m ! \n Jet , xxiii C-. releurd to i lie Messiah , 
that e, the application >1 dm phrase to th< Moduli dues not deify 
him, l>ut dfuiioust lire- that I-Nnnu, hr ! \i ruw u:, his iitad, tin 

\lor>i !!r.a, uho^lu-. nidit r- > , UK ~>s, is the Lord Jehovah; so that 
tin < f li isteuev ' aui"* he '-Miloikeil which pr e\ ails tin • ueji all the 
phrase* ..{ a •dmihu o.Pine * lm as Christ rs represented to be the 
I lead of hi ilmnd* so < -nd is n ptesi nted p.lie the head of Christ, 
^ 1 iio 4 k ed i till* !(iku)'i % pay” % La-th die K litor sa/b, “h'Mi;- 
jioun I i ia 1 1 m u- thmef«T#\ do not ot thom>e|\ e- express Heit\. hot 'hrv 
rxpu's b,. c »:in’ » suon^ly than siinph e^*i:i“i^ or proposite u- 1 

am ole d t<* obser .e dial In* differs 1 1 r>m a e • - mam o r his eu'lea^m .s, 

in then attempt t * dedy the Messiah lomi ;h« ipf « at -on of 4 ho ah< ve 
pin us** to im i , ! u as to die fa< ts demniisu n*J In th p) rase, tl.ty 

may he e\ ah a- . t. ined from com par 1 a die ppl - a' ■ -n o! L with 

tlsat of ex s tl\ si’n Lt l phrases V utliciv, a T neve pi-< o‘>-,c'\* 1 

'"lm l.titos i * * a mentions 'p -Vdj ;i tov nmr< l » 1 * i: h r 

he thinks (on 1 t , . 1 1 ust • a t \ nol so imieh the n ime as tl '• dr \ we intur*» 

ol *he Son In 1 we have thin expestula. a ‘Lnr\< no* 

me ,J saith the 1 < o' Will y not tremble at i a j m \ h* Law 1 

pin ed tla sand i i the be. id d the sea b\ a peipefu 1 deeir*. tL-t i ( 

•‘annul ( it, ai" hou^ i thewaxt . t- >->s them -elve , yet . o d not 

mev.ul ' This him vei 1 st. iily a part ■ f that work n* t u to < a^ a'hed 

to tin i who. wh le on e i.rtli, ^xenased absolute dou in loine i tn» winds 
and the naas \u n*. ir.uiir hrstdt m* t)a:n" lint, wh.J t 1 pav>n: •' of 
Jeremiah ha- t< •’ . with the 1 d lvim natui** of ,le^i^, 1 m unahie t.< v 
discover, i he ihditor miydit have (pioted ai tl” , rate a! 1 tie , a* ayes 
oi tlit ( dd i esuiie uit that asenbe t<- (iod tl-e upieme i n\\U 1 ov^e 
tJje vlml< w Jihi as e\ - lenet in favru.r of tla IhitynfJr.i a . he w.m 
sure to liud always many persons of the same per-aiaMoi \n aop, ?u ! 
any 1 1 1 n » ■_; * den i m favour of the Tinut\ 

A c to Ins ]).jsi;mn, that, Jesn-* 4 h xei vised ah ^lute lotinni -n «ri r 
the winds and the wa< < s hi no ^hk beside 1 i*. ( nn,” 1 hi < t< qi'oK 
J(J k n \. 1* >, to si ie\v that whatever power Jtsus, in eonarasi \ei i ! i udier 
rojihets, exercised o V ei wind and water while he was on earth, !*e did 
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it in the namr nj < uni “.It .u . answered them, 1 t'>ld you and ye 
behe\ ed not , tlm woikstiat ! d*> ni nuj Fatfirr's name they bear 
witness of rm ” “And Jesus idled <i[ hits eyes and said, Father, I 
thank tV*e that thou hast heard me” I say JeMis in common with 
other proplmts, because both Elijah and Elisha the piophets exercised 
p'-wer over wii d and water and other things, like Jesus, in the name 
•of the Father of the universe 1 Kings, xvn, xviii, 11 43, and 2 
Kings, ii. LM ; sometimes without veilully expressing the name of 
■find , Hi V. s 13 A 27 Gh ii 10. 

F]>nn the assertion in my Second Aj peal that the “ ej ithet God 
frcijiicntlv applied in the sacred scripture* to otlioi ^ beside tlie Supreme 
Being” the F.ditor observes that “this objection Jeremiah ruts up, Gh. 
x it ‘the Gods that have not made the heavens and the earth even they 
shall perish from the eaith and from nndei these heavens which 
declaration sweeps away ta t only the Gods of the heathen but all 
magisterial Gods and even Mo*es himself as far as he aspired to the 
godhead But from this general .wreck of our author’s Gods, Ghrist. is 
txceplcd. he having made these heavens and laid the foundation of the 
earth ” Let ns applv this rule adopt, ed by the Editor respecting the 
pi uplifts, to Jesus Ghrist We do no* find him once represented in the 
M-riolmes as the maker of heavens and earth ; this peculiar attribute 
Inning bc< n throughout the whole sacred w r ri tings ascribed exclusively 
to God tin M'M High As to the instances pointed out bv the Editor, 
Hebrew's 1, ) n and (Vr, i 17, 1 fully explained them in pp 343 and 
34b, as having reference* to God the Father of the universe Moreover 
we observe in the \ T ew Testament, even in the same book of Hebrew's, 
that whaten r thing* Jes is made or did, he accomplished us an instru- 
menl in the hands of God, Tie))., i, 2: “Whom he hath appointed heir 
f all tilings •,/ whom also he made the worlds *’ Ephes., iii !l : “Who 
crcu/cd all tilings hp Jesus Ghrist ” It would indeed be very strange 
to our faeubies to acknowledge one as the true God, and yet to maintain 
the idea that he created things by the directions of another being, and 
was appointed as heir of all things by that other. Again in pursuance 
of die same rule of the Editor I find that Jesus like other perishable 
Gods both died and was buried, though raised afterwards by his 
Father, who had the power of laising Elijah to heaven even without 
suffering him to die anti be buried for a single day. My readers may 
now judge whether Jesus Ghrist. be not included in common with 
other perishable Gods in the rule laid down by the Editor. 
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r \ o deify desus Ghust. the Kditoi again introduces the co* 
-t:uu*o of hi" being a searcher ol Urartu, t< execute indgiinnii Kev ii 
-*h n < 1 aK" f ] . » 'lev I leh i *J Having examined these arguments in 
pages **. ! I .1 “’Tl, 1 will nnt return to them heie 

He .o 1 ■ I i ri thm mManco, “ We are lienee assured that tin* 1’athei 
who pi ile* ilv kimv s the Son, did not commit to him all judgment so 
entirely a to palge no man himself, without knowing his minute 
titne^ !'oi the w >rk ' It is evident that the Father did n 't commit 
to the S»u all |nd LTineut so r nlircly as to judge no man himself, 
with »ut ipi.difvnig him for so doing ; that is, without giving him the 
p<>wci of knowing all tin events of this world in ordei to ihe distri- 
bution o{ uw.rds and punishments Matt xxviii IS. ‘ n 1 ! ee/* 
is !fir, n unto lm m heart n and ni mirth ” Notwithstanding this, the 
povvei nl 1 nn\n:i:' thosi Hiings that do not lespeet the * xeeutum of 
judgment ! i v th« ^on. is not bestowed upon him, and the Son, there- 
hue. is p.tallv tgnotanf of them M nk xiii '»:* “ Hut oi that da\ 

and th it hour knout th no man, tio, not the angels winch me m 
heaven, nrithti tin S, p hut tlie Kathe r ” No one destitute ol the 
power of oninist u nci i^evet a< knowledged as Supreme ol Hod l>v 
any sect that believe m revt aled religion 

He <piot(‘^ lleli i\ Id, “ Neither is then* any ereature that is not 
manifest in his midit , but all things an* naked and open unto the 
eyes of him with whom we haw to do,” in older to eoi rohornte the 
idea that Ghrist knew all the s(*erets of men Supposing tins passage 
to be applicable i<> de-n^ ' Tirmt, it does not convey anv othei idea 
than what is undei*-toud l»\ r Rev ji which f have 1 already noticed 
But the Kditor must know that m the immediately pieceding verse, 
the word of (Tori, or Revelation, while tiguratheiv reprt -ei.ted as a 
two-edged sword, A< , is in tin* same allegoiienl sense declared to be 
“a diseerner ol the thoughts and intents of the heart ” There is, 
theieforo, no inr onsisteiiev in ascribing the knowledge ol the intents 
of hearts to him through whom that Revelation is communicated, and 
who is appointed to pidge wh( tlier the conduct ol men is regulated 
by them in conformity to that Revelation 

The Kditor says (page ">M) that “ in Iv/ekiel xxviii. God says 
respecting a man who arrogated to himself the honors of Godhead, 
* Son of man, say unto the prince of Tyrus, thus saith the I/)rd God, 
because thy heart is lifted up, and thou hast said I am a God —behold 
thou shalt die the death of the uncircu incised, ITow different 
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the bathers language to the Son: ‘Thy throne, O God, is for ev^i 
an^l ever 1 Why tins different language to the pnnee of Tyros and 
to Jesus r* Had the hditor attentively relerred to the scriptures, he 
would not have taken the trouble oi putting this question 1o me; for 
ho would have easily found the reason for this difference ; that is, the 
king ot lyrus called himself God, as above stated , bin desus, so fa: 
from robbing the Deity of his honour, never ceased toconiess that God 
was both Ins God and his Father ” (John \\ 17 j Also, that the 
prince of lyrua manifested disobedience to God v bm leans e\en 
laid down his life in submission to the purpose of God. and attributed 
divine favour towards himself to his entire obedience to the Most 
High. Rom v. 19 : “ For as by one man’s disobedience many 
were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made 
righteous ” John x 17. ‘ Therefore doth my Fa the i love me, 
bemuse f lay down ray lift*, that I take it a.,..u. " Luke 

xxu. 42 . “ Kathci, if thou be willing, remove this nip miu me: 
neverthlesa, not mi/ will, hut thine he done ' A> the (., no net <J the 
prince and that of Jehus towards God \\ ,ie ipim dilh . eut, tin v were 
differently treated In the lather of tin nui\ erse. Vs to the above 
verse, (“Thy throne, () God, is for e\e, and evei, ”) ( i ».l does not 

peculiarly address Jesus with the epithet t - >d, b* t In aU, uses for 

the chiefs of Israel and for Moses the same epithet 

The editor quotes 1 Cor. iv J . “Judge n .thing brf ue tlie time, 
until the Lord come, who both will bring to light P;e hidden things 
of darkness, and will make manifest the counsels d :ht heatt; and 
then shall every man liave praise, o* God” The passage dimply 
amounts to tins Judge not either me oi others belt >re the time, 
until the Lord come, who will bung to ligM the daik and secret 
counsels ol men’s heai t«, in preaenmg tiie G<-*p,.| ; ami ihen shall 
every one have that praise, that estimate set upon him, by God 
himself, winch iie truh deserves. Locke. 

It e not Je 'iiis alone that wa.^ empowered by (iod to know and 
to judge all secret events, hut oi. pm^cular oc< .ision^ others were 
intrusted with the same power as has already been noticed m page 2/J3 
and will a 1st* be lound m Daniel li. “I thank thee and praise thee, 

0 thou God ol i u v lathers, who hast g»\en me wisdom and might, 
and hast made known unto me m what we desued of thee; for 
thou hast now made known unto us the king’s matter” and in 2 Sam. 
xiv. 19 and 20 * “And the king (David) said. Is not the hand of 
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Joab with thee in all this ? and the woman answered and said - It* 
Lord is wise, according to the wisdom of an angel of Cun., n» know 
all things that are m the eauh. ” 1. Cor vi 1! and l). “ Do you 
not know that saints shall judge the world v and i! i he world shall 
be judged by you are ye unworthy to jud*.e i he sn. alien ma iters. > 
Know ye not that we shall judge angels v A* Here Ehnstjan taints 
are declared t<i be judges of tin deeds oi t ht whole w< id and oi 
course to he possissois <>i a knowledge of all runts, bom { nhlic and 
private, ho as to enable them to perioim s* delimit* a mdgnient 
Besides a knowledge of future events is b; nr means less wonderful 
than that of past things ui j resent so. rets <J heaiis, y 1 we find 
all the piophets of God were eudued wit!, i he jonnei. i Kings 
xx -- “And the pmphrt (onne to the king • »t Bind and said unt< 
him, go strengthen thyself and mark and f *e what thou dost , for 
at the return oi the \ear the king of ^,na will ome nj* against thee ” 
So w e hnd the same gift of iutuie kj-owejge gianted to ii<Jiteou*~ 
iiitui in tiumeroir instances 

He then rites Dan i and \n and founds upon them the follow- 
ing (jiiestio* 11 1 i then by natuie \ * was not God, by natuie the 
creator o{ hea\ t and < arth, he aid Ins kiiigoom must perish from 
undei tin* heavens lo tin - n \ nplv is, th t vt Imd Jesus sub- 
jeeted i«* the death oi the * t while on trrtl. and aftei the general 
jesurreetion to him that put a!! dune'- under him (1 ( oi xv ikS ) 
Tim .s km tlienlote m lmt l>v h/iik hod, the < rcaioj of heaven and 
eaith As to the -ophMiv tii.it altnbute- tin death and subjuga- 
tion of Jesus only to lo- 1 oiun <apacitv if might be appJieahJe t< r 
every imlividtial, alleging that thev being the etnidn n oj Adam, tiie 
soil oi (iod, i Luke iii .“»0, an pos-(^sMl of a divjne nat.iif also; and 
tiiat tiieir death cmn-equentL is m then hunur rapacity alone, but 
that m then divine nature th* \ oannot Ik* subjected to death Yui< 
pp. J*m — bob ol this Essay 

By applying to Jesus the epithet “most hob” found m Daniel ix 
-4, the Editor attempts to pioxc the eternal deitv of the soil ; for 
getting, p< limps, that the same term “ nm-i holy’ is applied m tin 
sc ripturc- evt n to jnaiiiiinitt tlnngs Numbm-wm 1<) “ fu the nios 

holy phne she.lt thou eat M L\od»m \\i\ M “ If 'dial! be an alta 
most huh 

’I he rditoi i!. in ‘in mg line, a c a\" that *1 lit Rx.cngcbii^ quotiu 

lln^ p.t-^a^e i 0..1 "| ] L \pt L.i \ » I i alii I u \ 2 -n, plainh -L >vr* ill? 
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it refend to ( hrisi as veil as to Israel ; hut the difference is manifest : 
Israel was (Inti s adopted min, constantly rebelling against Ins father : 
Jesus \ua foil’s j *r oj « i s, n *d th< same natim* with his father (as is 
ever\ piopm mui ; and - lid ai w a\ s w iiat pleased Jum/' This assertion 
of the Kdjbu 'that ‘ImjiI was ( rod s adopter i sou ) is 1 think without 
foundation , lor 1 1 it * v an* derla?ed, tike Jesus, to be begotten sons of 
(loil ; l,u1 nine not id o ( loot eutnely devoted to tlie will of the 
Fathei ol the miivi’N Lmi \xxii l<s , •*( H the Lock that bcrjat 

thee thou ait mmmidiui, and lust f-u jotten i lod that hu med thee ” 
Fxodus iv. “And iiiou ** 1 1 a 1 1 sav unto Pharaoh, thus sa u li tin* Lord, 
Israel inns -on. even nni " ; l »>ni lit* then * j u. >i ilosea m. *» 
“Aftei w«mU ‘-ha! 1 1 1 . > * hildi»-n ol h l.iel letm i: and seek tin* laud tJieii 
(lod an I Hand then kiu_; mi wlmii he ouuiiiciiN that Ihividhad 
tlien hern in lnsgia»e h» < "idd he sought <ud\ m he;m n , as I >avid 
in comncui \\ itliotlni simt- <ouhl not mmii li tin lieait, and know 
the ui)' ei it\ ol pi a v i i diis |»to|»h< i v mna I »e assist led to the son of 

Thivid. tin* Messiah I 1 t all v i egret to observe that as the Jews 

endeaxoiu to misintei | u et sin h passage- as aie most lavomahle to the 
idea ol Jesie being the expet ted Messiah, so ( 'Inistiaus in geneial try 
to reiei t<>,lesus anx parage* tlial, ran f mssiMv be explained as bearing 
the least allusion to tin ii notion ol the Messiah, liovvewu distant in 
faet the\ mav be fomi mu h a not ion Il\ s <( doin- the\ both only 
weaken then lespertive opinions The above < nation on ulnehthe 
Kditoi now dwells is an mstanee Let us lelei to the te\t of Ilosea 

ii i 1 l' oi the elnnli i n of Isi ael shall abide m.in\ davs without a 

king, an image, and without an ephod, and without teiaplnm A er 
Afterwanls shall tin <hildnn ol Isiael letiun and seek the Lord their 
God ami 1 hivid lin t King , and shall ieai the L »id and Ins goodness 
in the lattei day- ’ hoes no! the poetical language of the pi f^pliet deter- 
mine to tlie sat isl.u timi of evei \ unbiased man that, altei long suffenngs 
Israel will tepent of tlieii disobedience and seek the piotection of 
tlieir God and the happiness which their lathers eii|oyed dining the 
reign of l>avid, as it is very natural lor a nation or tube when oppos- 
ed by foreign eoiiquei oi s to lemembei theii own ancient kings under 
whose (lovernments then fatheis were piospenuis, and to wish a 
return of then leign d possible J II the Lditor insist m | m o l refeiiing 
this piophei \ tc Jesm, he must wait its full.lment , as hiael has mu 
yet sou*;! n Jeans as the ^"n of Daud, fhe Mrs^inh, who was p re- 
sell to them 
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The hditoi says ( pa not/; that Peter m Act*- n 'M, apo 1 * . . 
Jesus Joel 11 wheiehy lit 1 identifies Jehovah with 1 1 1 j ■ ; I'mi we find 

Petm here .jiiolin- t m I \ a pait <1 Jo* 1 n, ,;j, “and h shall mnic to 
pass that ri shall i all i>n the v 11 * line ut the hold shall hr 

sated So iai fjom apphin_; t tlus to the Son aim ah ntif\ ni“ linn 
witli (ml, tht ipostir expLm - m tin 1 immediate) v 1. Unwins \ ti -.e 
naturt and hist<>ta! -nln id mat mu I" (hid “W men of 
I m at •, 1 km: those wind- , Jmus id \ a ai etii, .t 'nan a j>f ? oi t <1 . f < #■ *f L 
anmn^ \ • m, h\ m n a< it s and w <udm .oi l l-n - w lm ti 1 hnl tlt< l tat h*',i 
ill tlji mid-t ''I \ - • r i lln I « 1 1 1 < > i tin ii adds that Paid also ad- 

diesM-d him-r! i ‘ t * ill w In* in » vrj \ plat »■ rail on tin' naint «d Jesus 
( h i mt • - a r ■ ,« a I ! i , i l? i I 1 h* i rj< u e • | note I >< h hr s pa r a j di last* 

on till- \i isr. w t il an hi ", It mij h’oiii.Oi \ I \ with a \ lew to 
’■dir w tin I dil. T that tin i - Ii : a - ** “ * a 1 1 i <n t hr namr o| d rsiis j not a 
t f a i r< i 1 1 a nsl.it mn in lL> I ni_J i di \ ri mu ‘ To tin* chin < h oi ( h»d f 
''hn h is at ( hi; mil*, to them tiiat air ■ } mi alrd fimn the lest ol the 
wtnld U\ lailii in -Iron ( hint » alien to hr saint-, with all that ait* 
even when railed h\ tin* naim oi dr-us (deist, tin n hold and mils 

(Locke ’*n .1 ( \>i i J ) Nop mu Id >ni \ I », |*a^e .'!>! W lio-oe\ rr 

hath, \Mth t air, looktdmto St Paul •> w i itin^-, must imu him In bt* 
a elosr Jt'asoiier, that.ii^m-s t<» tin point , and thenhue, if m tlie 
three j»r»a e l nu; \ri-,r-,, hr it- 4 | mi rs an <»] n*n pi nfes-uoii n) t he (h»spel, 

1 cannot hut think that *dl that » all ijoii him/ \ew Jl\ -iipidies all 
that atr open, piofcssed ( dm^tiaiis, atm u this he t lie meaning “ ol 
callmo iijnii loin ’ \ U, it m j. lain it must he the meaning < d “ call 
ui^ r ujion his name/' \ use Id, a phrase not ver\ irun >te iiom ‘ naming 
Ills tnum, which m used hv St Paul hu pndessjim ( lo 1 st lauih 'J 
Tim ii J 1 1 If the meaning oi the prophet dotd, iinm w hom these 

words <n t- taken, he un;ed, 1 shall onl\ sa\ , that it w ill he an ill tide 

Jor inmprctmo St Paul, to tie up los use id anv h M, lie Ininas out 
of tlie < >1<I \\ stameiit, to that which is taken to he tin meaning ol it 
then. \\ e need im n<» farthet *oi an example than the hili, 7th, and 
Mil vetses < d this ehaptei , w lo* h I desite a in one in lead as they 
stand, .Pent xxa 11 11.) and see whctlicr St. Paul uses them heie, 

m tin 1 same Mii^e '* If the Editni still insists upon die accuracy of 
the tiaiishitmn of the phiase “ raid upon the name ol Jesus found in 
the veisiou he will I hope refer tu Mathew \ Ph 4J and II ** lie 
that rccCiveth mu. ieeei\eth atr and he lhat inrivcth m*\ recenretli 
hhu thnt < at n<e He th^r rrr» ivcth, ^ piophet in the namr of a 
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prophet, shhll receive a prophet’s reward ; &c. And whosoever shall 
give to drink unto one of these little ones a cup of cold water only in 
the name of a disciple, verily I say unto you, he shall in no wise 
lose his reward — when he will perceive that calling on the name of 
Jesue, as being the Messiah bent by God, is an indirect call on the 
name of God ; in the same manner as one’s yielding to a general sent 
by a king amounts to his submission to the king himself, and seel res 
for him the same favour of the king as if he had yielded directly to 
the sovereign. 

The Editor then quotes Amos i\\ 13, perhaps on account of i te 
containing the phrase, “declaring unto man what is his thought.” A s 
I have noticed this subject already, oftener than once, 1 will nc t 
return to it here. 

He again quotes Zech. iii. 2 : “ And Jehovah said unto Satan 
Jehovah rebuke thee, 0 Satan ; even Jehovah that hath chosen Jen 1 
®alem, rebuke thee: is not this a brand plucked out of the fire? ” 
The Editor then proceeds to say, that “ this passage, with eh ii. 8. 
‘Thus saith the Lord of hosts, After the glory hath he sent me,’ a 
ch. xiii. 7, ‘Awake, 0 sword, against my shepherd, against the man 
who is my fellow, saith the Ix>rd of hosts,’ forms another three-fod 
testimony of the distinct personality of the son, and his equality 
with the Father.” 1 am unable to discover exactly what the Editor 
intends by his two first quotations. With respect to the former, 
that “Jehovah said unto Satan, Jehovah rebuke thee,” &c the Editor 
must be well aware that God speaks of himself, very frequently, 
throughout the sacred books, in the third person, instead of the first. 
Isaiah li. I ; “Hearken to me, ye that follow after righteousness, ye that 
seek the Lord,” &c. lo : “But I am the Lord thy God, that divided the 
sea, whose waves roared : The Lord of hosts is his name.” Even in 
this very book of Zechariah, we fmd that the prophet speaks of him- 
self sometimes in the third person. Zech. 1. 7 : “ In the second year 
of Darius, came the word of Jehovah unto Zechariah,” &c. vii. 8 : 

And the word of the Lord came unto Zechariah, saying,” Ac. 
Neither God’s nor Zechariah’s speaking of himself, in the third person, 
sit poetical language, can be construed into a proof of the plurality 
of either of their persons, or of the equality of either with some other 
being. The fact is that Zechariah prophesies, in the second year 
Darius, ling of Persia, of the Lord’s will to build the second tempr 
* icrusalem, by Joshua, Zerubbabel, and Semuh ; and to rebuke 
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Satan, who would discourage Joshua, the high-priest, from that 
undertaking ; as is evident from the following passage Zech. i. 1 : 

4< In the eighth month, in the second year of Darius, came the word 
of the Lord, to Zechariah,” Ac. 16 : “ Therefore, thus saith the 
Lord, I am returned to Jerusalem with mercies ; my house shall be 
built in it, saith the Lord of hosts, and a line shall be stretched forth 
upon Jerusalem.” ii. 2 : 44 Then said I, Whither goest thou ? And 
he said unto me, To measure Jerusalem,” Ac. iii. 1, 2 : 44 And he 
shewed me Joshua the high-priest standing before the angel of the 
Lord, and Satan standing at his right hand to resist him. And the 
Lord said unto Satan, The Lord rebuke thee, 0 Satan ; even the Lord 
that hath chosen Jerusalem, rebuke thee : is not this a brand plucked 
out of the fire ?” As to Zerubbabel the prophet says, iv. 9, 14 The 
hands of Zerubbabel have laid the foundation of this house ; his 
hands shall also finish it," &c. Respecting Semuh, vi. 12, 13, “ Thu9 
speaketh the Lord of hosts, saying, Behold the man whose name is 
Semuh ; and he shall grow up out ol his place, and ye shall build 
the temple of the Lord : Even he shall build the temple of the Lord : 
and he shall bear the glory, and shall sit and rule upon his throne ; 
and he shall be a priest upon his throne ; and the counsel of peace 
shall be between them both,’* — that is between Semuh and Joshua, 
mentioned in the immediately preceding verse 11. In the English 
version the meaning of the name of Semuh is used, viz., 4< Br«."'ch,” 
instead of Semuh itself, both here and in ch. iii. 8, and the con men- 
tators choose to apply the name thus translated to Jesus, though no 
instance can be adduced of Jesus Christ’s having been so called, and 
though the prophet expressly says, in ch. vi. 12, 41 whose name is 
Semuh.” He is speaking of the skoond building of the temple, which 
began in the reign of Darius, king of Persia, long beiore the birth of 
Christ. Vide the whole book of Zechariah. 

The second quotation is 41 For thus saith the Lord of hosts, After 
the glory hath he sent me unto the nations which spoiled you ; for he 
that t-oucheth you, toucheth the apple of his eye.” (ii. 8., The pro- 
phet here communicates to the people the words of God, that “after 
he hassent me with his will, to the nations who tyrannize over Israel, 
that 0 he who touches Israel touches the apple of his own eye.” 

♦ The Y} in the original Hebrew signifies “ that *’ oh well as ‘ for.” See Park burst's 
Hebrew Lexicon. 
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Zecliaiiali very often, in his book, introduces himself as being sent by 
God : but how the Editor, from the circumstances, infers the separate 
personality of the Son, of his equality with the Father, he will, I 
hope, explain. If he insists upon the equality of the Most High, with 
that of him who says, in the verse in question, “ After tt the glory hath 
he sent me/' (upon some ground that we know nothing of,) he would 
be sorry to find at last, that he equalizes Zechariah, instead of Jesus, 
with God. I will, according to the plan already adopted, notice the 
third quotation, “ Awake, 0 sword,” (xiii. 7,) in a subsequent chapter 
among the other passages alluded to in the second chapter of this 
work 



CHAPTER IV 

On the Editor' a Etplies to the Arguments contained in Chapter II 
of the Second Appeal. 

To my inquiry in the Second Appeal, “ Have we not hiB (Christ’s) 
own express and often repeated avowal, that all the powers he mani- 
fested were committed to him as the Son, by the Father of the 
universe ?” the Editor thus replies in the negative (p. 588) : “ No; — 
that he was appointed by the F ather to act as mediator between him 
and sinners, we have already seen ; for without this he could have 
been no mediator between his Father and Jiis offending creatures.” 
xvery unbiassed man may easily pronounce, whether it is consistent 
with any rational idea of the nature of the Deity, that God should 
be appointed by God, to “ act the part of a mediator,” by “ laying 
aridc his glory , and taking on himself the from of a servant and 
may discern, whether it is not most foreign to the notion of the 
immutable God, that circumstances could produce such a change in 
the condition of the Deity, as that he should have been not only 
divested of his glory for more than thirty years, but even subjected 
to. servitude ? Are not the ideas of supreme dominion and that of 
subjection, just as remote as the east from the west? Yet the 
Editor says, that while he was stripping himself of his glory, and 
taking upon himself the form of a servant, he was just as much 
Jehovah as before. 

The Editor, in common with other Trinitarians, conceives, that 
God the Son, equally with God the Father, (according to their mode of 
expression) is possessed of the attributes of perfection, such as mercy, 
justice, righteousness, truth, Ac., yet he represents them so diffe- 
rently as to ascribe to the Father strict justice, or rather vengeance ; 
and to the Son, unlimited mercy and forgiveness, that is the Father, 
the first person of the Godhead, having been in wrath at the sinful 
conduct of his offending creatures, found his mercy so resisted, by 
justice that he could not forgive them at all, through mercy, unless 
he satisfied his justice by inflicting punishment upon these guilty 
men; but the Son, the second person of the Godhead, though dis- 
pleased at the sins of his offending creatures, suffered his mercy to 
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overcome justice, and by offering his own blood as an atonement 
for their sins, he has obtained for them pardon without punishment ; 
and by means of vicarious sacrifice, reconciled them to the Father, 
and satisfied his justice and vengeance. If the justice oi the Father 
fiid not permit his pardoning sinful creatures, and .-econciling them 
to himself, in compliance with his mercy, unless a vicarious sacrifice 
was made to him for their sins ; how was the justice of the Sou pre- 
vailed upon by his mercy, to admit their pardon, and their reconciliation 
to himself, without any sacrifice, offered to him as an atonement for 
their sins? It is then evident, tliat, according to the system of 
Trinitarians, the Son had a greater portion of mercy than the Fathei , 
to oppose to his justice in having his sinful creatures pardoned, 
without suffering them to experience individual puuishment. Are 
these the doctrines on which genuine Christianity is founded ? God 
forbid ! 

If the first, person be acknowledged to be possessed of mercy 
equally with the second, and that he, through hie infinite mercy 
towards his creatures, sent the second to offer his blood as an atone- 
ment for their sins, we must then confess that the mode of the 
operation and manifestation of mercy by the first is strange, and 
directly opposite to that adopted by the second, who manifested 
his mercy even by the sacrifice «>f life, while the first person dis- 
played his mercy only at the death of the second, without subjecting 
himself to any humiliation or pain. 

In answer to the Editor's position, that Jesus, even as a mediator, 
was possessed of every power and perfection that was inherent in his 
divine nature, I only beg to remind him of a few sacred passages 
among many of a sirailiar nature : John, iii. 3fi : “The Father loveth 
the Son, and hath given all things into his hand.” Oh. xvii. 22 : “And 
the glory which thou gavest me, 1 have given them, ” &c. Ch. V. 26 : 
“For as the Father hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son 
to have life in himself.” Luke, i. 32 : “ And the Lord God shall give 
unto him the throne of his father David.” Matt., ix. 8 : “ Hut when 
the multitude saw it, they marvelled, and glorified God, who had given 
such power to men.” Ch. xxviii. 18: “ Jesus came, and spake unto 
them, saying, All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth." 
On tnese texts I trust no commentary is necessary to enable any one 
to determine whether all the power and glory that Jesus enjoyed 
were given him by God, or were inherent in his own nature. 
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The Editor again denies Christ’s having “possessed a single 
power, perfection or attribute, which was not eternally inherent in his 
divine nature/’ and defies me “ to point out one attribute of perfection 
in the Fattier, which from scripture testimony the Son has not been 
already shewn to possess.” I, therefore, take upon myself to point out 
a few instances which I hope will convince the Editor that the peculiar 
attributes of God were never ascribed to Jesus, nor to any other 
human being who may have been, like Jesus, figuratively called gods 
in scriptural language. In the first place, the attribute of being the 
“Most High ” or bv which the supreme Deity is distinguished 

above all gods, is not found once ascribed to Jesus, though invariably 
applied to the Father throughout the scriptural writings. Secondly, 
Jesus was never called almighty, or a term peculiarly used for 
the Deity. Nay, moreover, he expressly denies being possessed of al- 
mighty power. Matt., xx. 23 : “ But to sit on my right hand, and on 
my left, is not mi.vi: to <;m: t but to them for whom it is prepared of 
my Father.” Ch. xxvi. 33 : 44 Thinkest thou that I cannot now pray 
to MY father, fend hr sliall presently hive me more than twelve legions 
of angels ?” John, xi 41 ; “ Then they took away the stone from the 
place where the dead was laid ; and Jesus lifted up his eyes, and said 
Father, i thank tJicc that thou hast heard me ” He also denies his 
omniscience. Mark, xiii. 32 : “ But of that day and that hour knoweth 
no man ; no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but 
the Father.” Any being, if not supreme, almighty, and omniscient, and 
more 'especially, one subjected to the transitions of birth and death, 
must, however higlily exalted, even by 'he title of a god, and though 
for ages endowed with all power in h>aven and in earth, be considered 
a created being, and like all creatures, be in the end, as the apostle 
declares, subject to the Creator of all things. Besides, in the creed 
which the generality of Trinitarians profess, God is described as self- 
existent, having proceeded from none ; but the Son, on the contrary, 
is represented as proceeding from the Father. Here even the orthodox 
amongst Christians ascribe ihe attribute of self-existence to the 
Father of the universe alone. 

In my Second Appeal I observed, that “ the sun, although he is the 
most powerful and most splendid of all known created beings, has 
yet no claim to be considered identical in nature with God, who has 
given to the sun all the heat,” &c. ; to which the Editor replies, 
“ What is the sun to his Maker T wish he had also added, “ but 
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that which a son and creature is to his Father and Creator ?'* When 
he again inquires, saying, w If the sun has no claim lo Godhead, has 
its Maker none ?” (alluding to Christ,) he might have recollected that 
neither the sun nor Jesus has ever arrogated to himself Godhead, 
but that it is their worshippers that have advanced doctrines ascribing 
Godhead and infinite perfection to these finite objects. Notwith- 
standing that we daily witness the power of the glorious sun in 
bringing into life, and preserving to maturity an infinite variety of 
vegetable and animal objects, yet our gratitude and admiration 
recognize in him only a being instrumental in the hands of God, and 
we offer worship and duty to him alone who has given to the sun all 
the light *md animating warmth which he sheds on our globe. On 
the Bame ground, whether we understand from scriptural authority, 
that the supreme Deity made through Jesus Christ all the things 
belong^ to the Christian dispensation, or everything relating to 
tills visitie world, (as interpreted by the worshippers of Jpsus,) we 
must not i n either case, esteem him as the supreme Deity, in 
whose hand he is represented by the same Scriptures but as an ins- 
trument. 

The Editor says, that though the power of effecting a material 
change, without the aid of physical means, be peculiar to God, “ yet 
this powfr Christ not only possessed, but bestowed on his apostles.” 
Supposing Jesus alone had the power of effecting material changes 
without tile aid of physical means, and of bestowing on others the same 
gift, it c$ u id have proved only his being singular in the enjoyment of 
this peculiar blessing of God and not his being identical or equal 
IXm who conferred snch a power on him ; but it is notorious 
Jesus was not at all peculiar in this point. Were not the 
m racles performed by Joshua and Elijha, as wonderful as those done 
ly Jesus ? Did not Elijah bestow on his servant Elisha the power of 
Meeting changes without physical means by putting his own spirit 
on him ? Is Elijah, from the possession of this power, to be consi- 
dered an incarnation of the supreme Deity ? 2 Kings, ii. 9 : " And it 
came to pass when they (Elijah and Elisha) were gone over, that 
Elijah said unto Elisha, Ask what I shall do for thee before I be 
taken away from thee. And Elisha said, I pray thee, let a double 
portion of thy spirit be upon me. 10. And he said, Thou hast asked 
a hard thing, nevertheless if thou see me when I am taken from thee, 
it shall he so unto thee ; but if not, it shall not be so. 11. And Elijah 
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was taken up by a whirlwind into heaven, 12. And Elisha saw it, 
and he cried, My father, my father” &e. 14: "And when he had 
smitten die waters, they parted hither and thither, and Elisha went 
over. li). When the sons of the prophets saw him, they said, The 
spirit of Elijah doth rest on Elisha. And they came to meet him, 
and bowed themselves to the ground hefore him.” Besides, we 
find in the evangelical writings, that notwithstanding the power of 
performing miracles given by Jesus to his apostles, they could 
not avail themselves of Buch a gift, until their faith in God was 
become firm and complete : it is t lence evident that God is the only 
source of the power and influence that one creature has over another. 
Matt., x. i : “ And when he had called unto him his twelve disciples, 
he gave them power against unclean spirits, to cast them out, and to 
heal all maimer of sickness, and , all manner of disease.” Ch. xvii 
16 : “ And I brought him (the lunatic child) to thy disciples, and 
they could not cure him.” 19: “Then came the disciples to 
Jesus apart, and said, Why could not we cast him out ? 20. And 
Jesus said unto them, Because of your unbelief ; for verily I say unto 
you, If ye have faith as a grain of mustard seed, ye shall say unto 
this mountain, Remove hence to another place, and it shall remove, 
and nothing shall be impossible unto you. 21. ilowbeit this kind 
goeth not out but by prayer and fasting.” Mark, xi. 22 : “ And 
Jesus answering saith unto them (his disciples,) Have faith in God. 
23. For verily I say unto you, that whosoever shall say unto this 
mountain, Be thou removed,” Ac. 

In my Second Appeal I mentioned, that it is evident from the 
first chapter of Genesis, that “ in the beginning of the creation, God 
bestowed on man his likeness, and sovereignty over all living crear- 
tures. W as not his o\> n likeness, and that dominion, peculiar to 
God, before mankind were made partakers of them ? Did God then 
deify man by such a mark of distinction ?” On which the Editor 
thus remarks : “ It is in reality asking, Did God make him cease to 
be a creature by thus creating him ? We presume he expects no 
answer.” if the Editor acknowledges that God, by bestowing on 
man his peculiar likeness and dominion, did not make him cease to 
be a creature, is he not, according to the same p inciple, obliged to 
admit the opinion, that although God raised Jesus above all, and 
bestowed .on him a portion of his peculiar power and inbucnce, yet 
he did not make him cease to be a creature ? 
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In my Second Appeal, I selected nineteen passages out of many, 
in which Jesus distinctly disavows the divine nature, and manifests 
his subordination to God ; to which the Editor replies. “ They can 
prove nothing to his purpose, till they shew that his thus becoming 
incartante, changed that divine nature which he possessed from 
eternity,” Ac. I therefore take upon myself to ask the Rev. Editor, 
whether the following passages found among those already quoted, 
do not prove the entire humanity of the Son, or (in the words of the 
Editor) a complete change in his divine nature if he was ever pos- 
sessed of it? “As the Father gave me commandment, eeni so I do. 

“ I can of nine own self do NOTHING.” “ All that the Father giveth 
me shall come to me." “ Ab my Father hath taught me J speak these 
things.” “ To my Father and your Father, and to my God afld your 
God.” “ Behold my tenant whom I have chosen.” If these decla- 
rations do fall short of shewing the human nature of the person who 
afR rmn diem, I, as well as the Editor, should be at a loss to point 
out any saying of any of the preceding prophets, that might tend to 
substantiate their humanity. The Editor may perhaps say, after the 
example of his orthodox friends, that these, as well as other sayings 
to the same effect, proceeded from Jesus in his human capacity. I 
shall then entreat the Editor to shew me any authority in the 
scriptures, distinguishing one class of the sayings of Jesus Christ, as 
man, from another set of the same author as God. Supposing Jesus 
was of a two-fold nature, divine and human, as the Editor believes 
him to be, his divine nature in this case, before his appearance in 
this world, must be acknowledged perfectly pure and unadulterated 
by h umani ty. But after he had become incarnate, according to the 
Editor, was he not made of a mixed nature of God and man, possess- 
ing at one time both opposite sorts of consciousness and capacity i 
Was there not a ciiange of a pure nature into a mixed one ? I will 
not, however, pursure the subject further now, as I have already 
fully noticed it in another place. The Editor adverts here to Heb.. 
i. 10 ; 1 Cor., xv. 24, 2o : but as I have examined the former and the 
latter in other places I will not revert to the consideration of them in 

this place. . 

At p. 589. the Editor thus censures me: "To say that in the 
mouth of the Father, ‘for ever and ever’ means only a limited period, 
is to destroy the eternity of God himself and he quotes, "Jehovah 
shall reign for ever and'erer.” I have shown by numerous instances, 
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oth in my Second and in the present Appeal, that the terms ‘ foi ever, 
everlasting,” when applied to any one except U<>d % signify lung 
luration : I therefore presume to think that the Editor might have 
spared this censure as being altogether undeserved pwill here, how- 
ever, point out one or two more passages in the mouth of the Fnthei, 
which contain the term "for ever,” and in which it can imply only 
long duration. Gen., xvii. S . “And I will give unto thole, and unto 
thy seed after tlice -all the land of Canaan, for an era Mutiny pos- 
session.” Jei\, vii. 7 . “Then will I cause you to dwell in this place 
in the land that I gave to your fathers forever and crer." Dan., vii. 
IS : “But the saints of the Most High shall take the kingdom for ever, 
even for ever and ever.” Is the land of Canaan now in possession 
of Israel ; and will it remain in their possession after all rule, autho- 
rity, and power have been put down, and after the Son has dofi/cred 
up his kingdom to God the Father of the universe * J 1 Cor C4, 

The Editor in the course of this discussion notices Philip , Ii 6. 
whence he concludes that Jesus was in the form of God, and thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God, yet took upon himself the form 
of a servant, and became obedient to death : I will, therefore, first 
give the verse as it stands in the English version, and for. the 
purpose of shewing the gradual progress of truth, I will add some 
subsequent translation of the same verse, by eminently learned Trini- 
tarian authors, and linally transcribe it as found in the oiiginal 
Greek, with a verbal translation. 

English version : Philip, ii 0 : “ Who, being in the form of God, 
thought it not robbery to be equal with God.” 

Secondly. In a new translation from the original Greek, by 
lames Mac-knight. D. P., verse 0 thus stands; “ Who being in the 
form of God, did not think it robbery to be like God.” So John 
Parkhurst, M. A., the author of a Greek and English Lexicon 
to the New r Testament who was also an orthodox writer, thus 
translates, -conformably to the opinion of Drs. Doddiidgc and 
Whitby, two other celebrated orthodox writers, (p. ?>22 ) : “ Philip, ii 
6, to «wu t<ra 0€«> to be as God. So icra 0cw is most exactly icndcied, 
agreeably to the force of tcra in many places in the LXX., wdnch 
Whitby has collected in his note on this place. The proper Greek 
phrase for equal to God is icrov rw 0€<i>, which is used in John, v, IS : 
‘ Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, because he not only 
had broken the sabbath, but said also that God was his Fathei 
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making himself equal with God.' (This is not the only instance id 
which the Jews misunderstood Jet-ms, for in many other instances they 
misconceived his meaning. John, ii. 19, 21; vi. 41, 42, 52, 60.) 

The term, 44 to be like God,” as it is used by several orthodox 
wntera, neither amounts to an identity of one with the other, nor 
does it prove an equality of the former with the latter. Gen., i. 26 : 
"God said, Let us make man in our image, and after our likeness" 
1 Chron., xii. 22 : 44 At that time, day by day, there came to David to 
help him, until it was a great host, like the host of God.’ Ch. xxvii. 
23 : 44 The Lord had said that he would increase Israel like to the 
stars of heaven.” Zech,, xii. 8 : 44 In that day shall the Lord defend 
the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and he that is feeble among them at 
that day shall be as David : and the house of David shall be as God, 
<w the angel of the Lord before them.” 1 John, iii. 2 : 44 But we know 
that when he shall appear, we shall be like him” tic, 

Another Trinitarian author, Schleusner in Ills Lexicon to the New 
Testament renders the passage 14 Non habuit, pnvdfu loco similitu- 
dinem cun Deo,” 44 Me did not esteem likeness to God in the place of 
a prey.” The substance of this translation is adopted in the Improved 
Version of the New Testament. 

Thirdly. The original Greek runs thus : 

12 ;’. 1 5 6 7 9 $ 10 U \2 

05 tv fiop<f>vj <f*eov xmap^u)v nv\, a'p-jraypov rfyrjfrai o to ttvai ura Oils 

12 3 i r> r» * s o in ji 12 

44 Who in form of God being, not robbery thought the being like God.” 

Which words, arranged according to the English idiom, will run thus : 
44 Who being in the form of God, did not think of * the robbery the 
being like God.” This interpretation is most decisively confirmed by 
the context of the verse in question. Verse 3 of the same Ghapter : 
44 Lei nothing be done through strife or vainglory ; bu* in lowliness 
of mind , let each esteem others better than themselves," Verse 4 : 
44 Look not every man on his own things, but every man also on the 
things of others.” Verse 5 : 4 ‘ Let this mind be in you whichwas also 
in Christ Jesus ” Verse 6 : 4 4 Who, being in the form of God, did not 
think of the robbery of being like God.” Verne 7 : “But made him- 
self of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant and 

* We find the ved> rfyiopai implying to esteem ah well afi to think, with a temple 
accusative, 2 Pet., iii. <J : <n$ nves flpaSmyra rflovvrai 1 as some mem oimt slackness 1 ’ 
(propei ly speaking, “ think of slackness”). 
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was made in the likeness of men.” Where the sense of a passage is 
complete without introducing an additional word more than is ev 
pressed, no one, unless devoted to the support of scum' particuhn 
doctrine, would think of violating fidelity to the original text hv 
interpolation in the translation. Here the apostle requires of us 
to esteem others beiter than ourselves, according to the example <»i 
humility displayed by Jesus, who notwithstanding hi* Godly appu- 
rance, never thought, of those perfections by which lie approached 
man’s ideas of God, but even made himself of no imputation. It 
would be absurd to point out one's own opinion of his equality with 
God as an instance of humility. How can wo ho lollnwing th< 
example of Christ, in thinking others better than oursclus, if in, 
as the orthodox say, did not think even his Father higher than him* 
self? We, however, must not suffer ourselves as to be raided h\* 
any such orthodox interpretation, to entertain so erroneous an idea 
of Christ’s opinion of himself, bearing in mind that Jcmik himself 
proclaims, “ My Father is greater than I.” John, xiv. AS. 

No one can be at a loss to understand the different e of es>en< e 
between Christ and his Creator God, implied in the phrase, “ l>ein;- 
in the form of God,” as the distinction between 44 being God,’ 1 an I 
“being in the form of God,” is too obvious to need illustration Fu n 
Parkhurst, one of the most zealous advocate* for the Trinity, thought 
it absurd to lay stress on the term “ being in the form of God,” in 
support of the Deity of Jesus Christ. (See p. 443.) 44 jxo/k/j r;, perhaps 
from the Hebrew HWTO appearance and n 0 aspect. Outward 
appearance, ‘form,’ which last word is from the Latin forma, and this, 
by transposition, from the Doric vop^a for popfai. Sec Maik, \vi. Il\ 
(comp. Luke, xxiv. 13) Philip., ii. 6, 7, where the Oth verso refer.- 
not, I apprehend, to Christ’s bring real and essential God, or Jehovah, 
(though that he is so, is the foundation of Christianity) but to his ^h»- 
rious appearance, as God, before and under the Mosaic dispensation *' 

Should any one, in defiance of the common acceptation ol the 
word “form,” and of every authority, insist upon its implying real 
essence in the phrase, “ being in the form of God,” he must rerun t 
it in the same sense in the following verse, 44 took upon himself the 
form of a servant and lie must then admit and believe that Christ 
was possessed of the real essence of God and the real essence of a 
servant, flow can we reconcile real Godhead with real servitude, 
even for a moment? 
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Nor can the phrase, “ Was made in the likeness of man,” in verse 
7, be admitted to identify him with Jehovah, any more than we can 
allow that Samson is so identified by the use of the parallel the ex* 
pression in Judges, xvi. 7 and 17 : “I shall be weak, and be as a man 
“ And be like any man.” In .he English version, the word other 
is found ; that is, 41 be like another man which is not warranted 
by the original Hebrew, as Mr. Brown, rm orthodox commentator, 
justly remarks in the margin. 

The Editor says (p. ;190) “ Relative to Christ’s being the first* 
born of every creature, we reply with Dr. Owen, whose work on 
Socinianism has never been answered — 4 It is not said Christ is 
7rpcimxXTi5os first -created, but irpwTOToXos the first-bom; and Christ 
is so the first-born, as to be the only-begotten Son of God, is so the 
first of every creature, that is, he is before them all, above them all, 
heir to them all, and so no one of them.” Although both 44 first- 
created,” and 44 first-born,” from the common acceptation of these 
words, equally imply a created nature, yet the reason for St. Paul’s 
choice of the word 44 first-born ” is obvious : for when used in reference 
to a creation not produced in the natural course, first-born signifies 
superiority to other creatures of the same class, and not “an only- 
begotten »on,” as l)r. Owen and the Editor seem to suppose. I will 
here point out the sense in which the word “first-born” is used in the 
Scriptures, when obviously not relating to natural birth. Exod., iv. 
22, we find in the mouth of Jehovah himself, Israel, designated by 
the terms, 4 ‘my sou, even my first-born. 1 ' Again, Jer., xxxi. 9: 44 I 
am a father to Israel, and Ephraim is my 'first-born.'' Psalm, lxxxix. 
27 ; 44 I will make him (David) m y jirst-bom, higher than the kings of 
the earth .” And now I will take upon myself to ask the.Editor, whether 
Israel, as well as David, was so “first-born” as “to be the only-begotten 
son of God,” and was also “before all the creatures above them all, 
keir to thorn all, and so no one of them ;” or whether the designation 
was not rather applied both to the nation and to the individual because 
they were principal persons, and to shew that they were respectively 
chosen of God above the rest of his creation ? Rom., viii. 29 : 44 For 
whom God did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed 
to the image of his Son, that he might be the first-born among many 
brethren.” St. John defines what would be understood by the term 
“ to be horn of God .” Vide A John, iv. 7 : 44 Beloved, let us love one 
another : for love is ot God, and everu one that toveth is bom of God, 
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and knoweth God.” Hence Jesus is considered and declared to be 
the head of the children of God. So the term 11 only-begotten son ” 
signifies most beloved among children, whether natural or spiritual, 
and not an only son of a father ; as we find, in Hcb., xi. 17, this very 
term applied to Isaac, though Abraham had another son by Hagar. 

As to his assertion, 14 Christ is no one of them/* (that is, of crea- 
tures) I only quote a few passages in which Jcmis himself and his 
apostles enumerated him as “ one of them.” Matt., xxv. 40 : “Verily, 
I say unto you, inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least 
of these my brethren , ye have done it unto me.*' Here it is the King 
and Lord, sitting upon the throne of his glory at the last day, who 
is represented as styling the poor and helpless hi* brethren. Ch 
xxviii. 10 : 44 Then said Jesus unto them, Be not afarid : Go and tell 
my brethren that they go into Galilee ; and there shall they see me ’’ 
John, xx. 17 : 44 But go to my brethren, and say unto them, 1 ascend 
to my Father and your Father, and to my God and your God.‘* J 
Cor., ix. 5 : 44 As the brethren of the Lord and Cephas.” Hid)., ii. 1 1 : 
41 For he that sanctifieth, and they that are sanctified, are all of one 
(Father) ; for which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren." 
Verse 12 : “Saying I will declare thy name unto vnj brethren. In 
the midst of the church will I sing praise unlo thee.” 

As to the Editor's reliance on the subsequent verses to shew that 
the creation of all things was effected by Christ, J refer my readers 
to p. 33S of this Essay, where I observe, that the aj>ostle Paul 
means, in this* passage, only the creation of all the tilings in the 
Christian dispensation, as is explained in Eph., i. 21, 22, which 
represent Jesus as head over all things belonging U> tin* church. 
1 need not renew the subject of Revelations, repeated by the Editor, 
as 1 have already examined it. 

I have shewn, that whatever powrr Jesus possessed either as 
man, Son of man, God, or Son of God, he received the same from 
the Father of the universe ; therefore the assertion of the Editor, that 
(“ certain poweis» were conferred on Jesus, not as a man, hut as the 
Messiah, Christ, the anointed Son of God 1 *) is I presume, one of the 
mysteries of the doctrine of Trinity. How can the Editor reconcile* 
the passages, quoted in my Second Appeal, to this assertion*/ l^ct 
him answer what is there advanced, in the course of the discus- 
sion of this very subject, of a few points ot which I beg io remind 
him. 
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lstly. “ la John, xvii. 5, ‘ And now, 0 Father, glorify me with 
thine ownself, with the glory which I had with thee before the world 
was,' with the same breath with which he prayB for glory, he identi- 
fies the nature in which he does so, with that under which he lived 
with Qod before the- creation of the world." is not this petition to 
Ood for glory, by the same person, who says he was with God before 
the foundation of the world ? Was he, before the foundation of the 
world, a man, or of a twofold nature, human and divine ? If he was 
God almighty before the foundation of the world, how could that God 
implore another being for the restoration of the glory, which he at 
one time had, but lost subsequently ? 

2ndly. In John, viii. 42, JesuB declares, that he came not of him- 
self, but that God sent him. Does not he avow here, that his coming 
to this world was not owing to his own will, but to the will of another 
being? Was he not entirely at the disposal of God, the Most High, 
even before his coming into this world? In Heb., x. 5-7, the apostle 
declares, that JeBUB, at the time of his coming to the world, saith, 
that God had prepared him a body, and that he comes to the world 
to do the will of God. Had he been God before he had come to this 
world, how could he, in common with all other creatures, attribute 
hia awn actions to the will of the Supreme Disposer of all the events 
of the universe ? 


Hie Editor next quotes a part of Heb., i. 12, “Thou art the 
““f'” This I have fully noticed in another place. 

Tn* Editor disapproves highly of my assertion, 'in the Second 
Appea^ .« chjfet was vested with glory from the beginning of the 
world." [ therefore beg to quote one or two scriptural passages, 
which, i h 0 pe ( justify that assertion. 1 John, ii. 13 : “I write 
unto you, fat*^ because ye have known him that is from the beginn- 
ing. Rev., ii. 14 ; These things saith the Amen, — the beginning 
of the creation f God - ’ 

The Editor in j mutes, that I have contradicted myself by “ridi- 
culing the idea of Christ’s having two natures,” after I had declared 
that Chnst “ lived with Qod before the creation of the world,” and 
** . wou ^ h aT ® b en idle to have informed them, (the Jews,) 
that, in his mere corpcreal nature, Jesus was inferior to his Maker, 
and it must, therefore, hays been his spiritual nature, of which he 
here avowed his inferiority to God.” I cannot perceive what contradic- 
tion there Is in the assertion, that Christ lived in the divine purpose 
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and decree ® before the world was, and that he, not merely m a man, 
before the assuming of the office of the Messiah, was inferior to his 
Creator, but that tie was so even after he had been endowed with the 
Holy Spirit in the river of Jordan, and with the power of performing 
miracles, which is said to be a spiritual gift. Supposing he, like 
Adam, lived with Got! before his coming into this world, (according 
to the doctrines maintained by some < 'hristians,) and afterwards was 
sent to the world, in the body of Jesus, for effecting human salvation, 
ns John the Baptist was esteemed to be Elijui, even .this doctnne 
does not preclude us from rejecting the idea of a two-fold nature of 
God and man. 

The Editor says, that when “ he ‘(Jesus) emptied himself of his 
glory, did he lat aside tus divine nature, of which his glory was 
merely a shadow?" and then he recommends me to reflect fora 
moment, on what the term glory implies ; “ understood either of 
praise or grandeur, it is merely the reflection or indication of a 
glorious nature." 1 have reflected, for some years past, and do now 
seriously reflect, on the divine nature, hut I find it inconsistent with 
any idea T can admit of the eternal and unchangeable Almighty, 
that he should empty himself of his glory, (call it praise or grandeur, 
whicli you like,) though for a season, and should afterwards offer 
supplications for the same glory to himself, as if another being ; 
addressing that other self as his own father ; since God is often 
declared to have hardened the heart of man so as to disqualify tnem 
from perceiving his glory, instead of having degraded himself by 
setting aside his own title to praise, or the grandeur which is inherent 
in his nature 

The Editor adds, “ If it was deserved glory, it was that of which 
his nature was worthy and the Father’s giving it to him, when no 
being existed beside the sacred three, wsb the Father’s attestation to 
the Son’s eternal Godhead." If the Father’s giving to Jesus deserved 
glory should be acknowledged as amounting “ to his attestation to 

• In John, xvii. £. He had it (the wane glory) with die Father Mom the* world wiw, 
that is, iii the Father* purpose and decree. In the language of xriipture, ulmi Cud de- 
termine to bring to pass, ib represented as actually accomplished ; thus, the dead are 
represented as living, Luke xx., 30—38. Believers are spoken of an already gionlied, 
Rom., viii. 29. 3ft Thing* that are not, are called an though they u ere, Rom., jv. 17. 
And in vsm 12 of thin chapter, Judas la said to be destroyed, though he wan thei living, 
and actually bargaining viitu the priests and ruler* to betray hi* Maxtor. See ata> vom* 
10; Fph. f i,4; 2 Tiu. ,i 9; Rev., xiii. A * Mob., x. 31. ( Improved V«*r*k»n./ 



816 


FINAL APPEAL 


the Son’s Godhead,” we must be under the necessity of admitting 
the attestation of Jesus to the eternal Deity of his apostles, from 
the circumstance of his haring given them the same deserved glory ; — 
John, xvii. 22, “ And the glory which thou hast given me I have given 
them, ' &c. 

The Editor twice says, that “ Micah informs us that the Son is 
from everlasting.” I wish he had mentioned the Chapter and verse 
to which he alludes, that I might have examined the passage. 

He perhaps alludes to the phrase “ everlasting,” found in the 
English version, in Micah, v. 2 : “ Out of thee shall he come forth 
unto me that is to be ruler in Israel, whose goings forth have been 
from of old, from everlasting.” I will therefore, quote Parkhurst’s 
explanation of the original Hebrew word o\)3? which is translated 
in the English version “ everlasting and then notice the translation 
of this very Hebrew word, in many other instances, by the authors 
of the English version ; and lastly, I will repeat the context, that my 
readers may beable to Judge whether any stress can be laid on the 
phrase alluded to by the Editor —First, from Parkhurst’s Hebrew and 
English Lexicon, DO# and are used both as nouns and 

particles, for time hidden or concealed from man, as well indefinite, 
Gen., xvii. 8; 1 Sam., xiii. 13; 2 Sam, xii. 10, and eternal, Gen., iii. 22, 
Psalm, ix. 8, as finite, Exod., xix. 9 ; xxi 6; 1 Sam. i. 22, compare verse 
28, 1 Sam. xxvii. 12; Isaiah, xxxii. 14 ; as well past, Gen, vi. 4, Deut., 
xxxli. 7; Josh., xxiv, 2; Psalm xli. 14, cxiii. 3; Prov. viii. 23, as 
future. It seems to be much mare frequently used for an indefinite 
than for infinite, time. Sometimes it appears particularly to denote 
the continuance of the Jewish dispensation or age, Gen., xvii. 13, 
Exod., xii. 14. 24, xxvii. 21, and al freq., and sometimes the. period 
of time to the Jubilee, which was an eminent type of the completion 
of the Jewish and typical dispensation, by the coming and death of 
Christ.” Secondly, the author of this Lexicon (though devoted to the 
cause of the Trinity) gives the translation of the term 072? found 
in Micah, v 2. In the course of explaining the force of the word hOJ 1 ’ 
says he, “ Micah, v. 1, or 2, T'f‘TNlHD’1 and his (the Messiah's) goings 
forth have been From of old, from the days of antiquity.” 

Thirdly, from the English version, Isaiah, lxiii. 11, “Then he remem- 
bered the days of old," or exactly as is found in Micah, v. 2. 

1 Sant., xxvii. 8, “ Those nations were of old,” for the same Hebrew 
term Deut.. Yx.xii. 7 “ Remember the day» of old," for the 
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same Hebrew word. Gen.; vi. 4, “ Which were of old, men ..f lenown,” 
for the same term oVnv Psalm, lxxvii. 5, “ I have considered the 
days of old, and the years of ancient times ” Here the term Q^p 
which is rendered in Micah, v. 2, “ 0 / oW,” and the tenn trans- 

lated in the same verse “everlasting are both mentioned. Fourthly, 
the context is verges 2—4 ; “ Whose goings forth have been from of 
old, from everlasting : therefore will he give them up, until the time 
that she which travaileth had brought forth ; then the remnant of his 
brethren shall return unto the children of Israel : and he shall stand 
and feed in the strength of the Lord , in the majesty of the name of 
the Lord his God,” Su\ Can the phrases, “ his God u in the, strength 
of the Lard, " and “his brethren be consistently used for one who is 
the everlasting God V If so, how can we reconcile to our understand- 
ing the idea of the everlasting God's reigning in the strength of an- 
other, having the Jews as his brethren, and looking up to another 
superior, who is designated by ” his God ’*? If a body of men, distin- 
guished for their talents, learning, and situation in life, from time to 
time, he determined to support their long-established inventions, in 
defiance of scripture, reason, and common sense, how can truth make 
its appearance when so violently resisted i In fact, verse 2 of Micah 
thus correctly stands: “Out ot thee (Bethlehem) shall he (the last 
expected Messiah) come forth unto me that is to be ruler in Israel, 
whose sources- of springing forth have been from of ancient, froi , 
the days of old.” 

The Editor advances, that “ even son” implies an equality 
nature with the Father certainly it does so, when referred to 0 *. 
carnally begotten, but otherwise, it signifies a distinguished creature 
1 Chron, xxviii. 6 : “ And he said unto me, Solomon thy son, he shall 
build my house and my courts : for 1 have chosen him to be my son , 
and I will be his father.” Job i. 6 : “ When the sons of God came 
to present themselves before the Lord,” Ac. Is Solomon, because 
he is called a son of God, to be considered a partaker of the divine 
nature ? Are the angels, designated “ the sons of God,” considered 

v The^e are the seed of Abraham and that of Pax id. through \ilndi (tod declares, by 
the mouth* of the ancient prophet*, that he will rain© the Ifettsiah to save tne world — 
Vide Parkhurst H Hebrew Lexicon, ‘ d, The place whence any thing come* Job., xxvin. 
Isaiah, liviii. 11, Psalm lxv. 9, Ixxv. 7 ; in which last nasaage, is used for that 

part of the heavens whence the solar light cometh forth, i. e the en»*t Comp 

Psalm xix. 6, 7 " Park hurst alno rejects the popular meaning, saying, “ Wot Inft « Me-aih ; 
eternal generation from the Father, aw this word has been tortured to vginfy." 

52 
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to be of the same Jiatmo with the Deity ? The Editor, however, 
adds, (p. m.) “ Gur authoi hints that in the sacred writings others 

have been termed the sons of God - tliis, however only proves, that 
Ghrist is, by nature, the s*>n of God, while all others are the sons 
of God by adoption, or metaphorically ” To establish Christ’s being 
the only Son of God, he quotes Rom., viii 32, in which Christ is 
termed God’s own sou ; and John, i. lf>, where he says, that “the 
Holy Spirit also terms him, not merely the only son, but the only- 
begotten of the Father" I therefore quote nere verse 32 in 
question, with the preceding verse of the same Chapter of Romans : 
“ What shall we then say to these things? Tf (Sod he for us, who 
can be against its? lie that spared not his own Son, but delivered 
him up for u^ all, how shall he not with him also, freely give us all 
thingH?” Here St. Raul pioves beyond .doubt, the unlimited mercy 
of God towards men, as manifested by lus appoinment of his own 
Son, to save mankind from death, at the risk of the life of that son, 
without limiting the honour of a spiritual birth to Jesus, and denying 
to others the same distinction who, in common with Jesus, enjoy it 
according to unquestionable sacred authorities. Dent, xxxii. 18: 
“Of the Hock that beyat thee thou art unmindful.” Kxod., iv. 22 : 
“ Israel is my son, even my first-born." 2 Sam. vii. 14 : “I will 
be his (Solomon’s) father, and he •diall he my son. If he commit 
iniquity , I will chasten him with the rod ot men, and with the 
stripes of the children of men.” Did St. Paul mean to destroy 
the validity of these, as wall as of many other texts to a similar effect, 
by representing Christ as the only being distinguished by the title 
of Son of God, and excluding angels, Adam, Israel, Solomou, and 
David, from this spritual dignity? 1 iirmly belive he did not. 

If a king who had several children, sent one of them to fight 
battles against those who committed depredations on his subjects, 
and his sou, so sent, gained a complete victory in that war, but 
with the loss of his own life ; and if, with a view to exalt or magnify 
the attachment of this sovereign 'to his people, one of his subjects 
declares that his sovereign was so deeply interested in the protection 
of his people as to send his own son, even the most beloved, to repel 
the enemies at the hazard of his life, and that he had not spared his 
own sou in securing the lives of his people - does he confine the 
royal birth to that son, or doos In* degrade other sons of the king 
from that dignity ? I beg my readers will read Rom , viii. :'.l, 32. 
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Bud reflect upon their purport. Besides, we find in tire original 
Hebrew, Gen., i. 27, “ God created man in his image and in the 
English version, “in his awn image." 

Did the original writer of Genesis mean, that God created man 
in some fictitious or adopted image resembling that of God ? Did 
the authors of the English version violate the original construction 
by adding the word “ own" to the phrase “ in his image?” Or did 
they add it only for the energy of expression ? Psalm, lxvii. 6 : “ God 
even our own God, shall bless us.” Does the writer here exclude God 
from being the God of the world, by the i Be of the word own in the 
verse, against the declaration of Paul ? Rom. iii. 29 : “ Is he the God of 
the Jews only ? Is he not also of the Gentiles ? Yes, of the Gentiles 
also.” Or does he use this word to shew the Israelites 1 especial attach- 
ment to God ? In 1 Tim. i. 2, Paul uses the expression, “ Timothy, my 
own son in the faith.” Did he thereby exclude his thousands of 
spiritual disciples from being his sons in the faith ? 

In reply to his allusion to John i. 16, in which Jesus is said to be 
“the only-begotten Son of the Father,” I beg to refer the Editor to 
Heb. xi. 17 : “ By faith Abraham, when he was tried, offered up Isaac ; 
and he that had received the promises offered up his only- Begotten 
son.” Whence he may perceive that the phrase “ only-begotten,” 
implies only most beloved among the children, as Abraham had, at 
that time, another son beside Isaac, namely, Ishmael, by Hagar, given 
to him as his wife, Gen. xvi. 3, 15. Were we to take the word oi 
John, “ only-begotten,” in its literal sense, in defiance of Heb. xi. 17, 
we must discredit the express word of God, declaring Israel his be- 
gotten and first-bora son, and describing David to be his begotten 
son. 

It is worth noticing, that the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
applies the last phrase, “ begotten son,” in an accommodated sense, 
to Jesus, Heb. i, 5 ; I say in an accommodated sense, since in Psalm 
li. 7, it is David that declares, during the prosperous time of his 
reign, “ The Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my son, this day have 
I begotten thee.” Besides, how can the orthodox Christians, who con- 
sider Jesus as the begotten Son of God from eternity, with consis- 
tency maintain the opinion, that God had begotten him, at a parti- 
cular day, during the reign of David ? They may, perhaps, apply some 
of their mysterious interpretations to this passage of the Psalms ; but 
they wilt," of course, in that case, pardon my inability to comprehend 
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them. I will not return to the subject of Rev. i. 8, and Heb. i. 10, 
though the Editor recurs to them in this place. 

As to his frequent repetition of such phrases as " Jesus is Jehovah 
God,” 44 a tremendous being in his wrath,” Ac., I only Bay, they are 
best calculated to work upon the minds of those that are brought up 
in the notion of the Trinity, but do not carry any weight with 
them in an argument subject to the decision of an enlightened 
public. 

I asserted in my Second Appeal, that Jesus removed the doubt 
that arose with regard to the sense in which the unity should be taken 
in John x. 30, (“ I and my father are one,”) by representing the unity 
bo expressed to be such as he prayed might exist amongst his apostles, 
which was, of course, the unity of will and design, and not identity 
of being, as is evident from John xvii. 11, 44 that they may be one 
as toe are ”, and verse 22, “ that they may be one even as toe are one 
on which the Editor makes the following remarks : 

“The declaration, John xvii. 22, 4 that they may be one even as 
we are one/ was made at a time, and to persons totally different from 
that in John x. 30, 4 T and my Father are one/ the latter waB made to 
the gainsaying Jews, and the former in prayer to his heavenly Father; 
nor is there the least hint given that any doubt had arisen among 
the disciples respecting the expression 4 1 and my Father are one. ’ ” 

It astonishes me very much to meet with a new rule laid down by 
the Editor, that no commentary upon, or explanation of a passage or 
phrase by the author of it, can have any weight, if it is made or given 
at a subsequent period in the course of a solemn prayer to God, or 
before a body of new hearers, without an express declaration of 
their doubts as to the meaning of it. If this rule stand good, many 
commentaries and notes by authors on their respective works must 
cease to be of use, and the universally adopted rule, that passages 
of Scripture should be explained by their reference to one another, 
must be annulled. In ch. x. 30, “ I and my Father are one,” Jesus 
declares unity to subsist between himself and God ; and in ch. xvii. 
11 and 22, by praying that 44 they (his disciples) may be one, as he 
and the Father are one,” he explains that the unity between him 
and the Father was of the same kind as that which he prayed to 
be granted to his disciples ; hence by the unity so prayed for, 
cannot be meant anything else than unity of will and design. 
Although that unity may not be of the same degree that subsisted 
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between him and the Father, yet the force ot the conjunction “ is ” 
shews that it is of the same kind. 

Jesus could not mean in praying for his apostles, verse 11, an 
unity in nature among them, whence we might have inferred unity in 
nature between him and his God ; since they were long before this 
prayer created in the one human nature ; nor could he pray for a 
renewed spiritual nature to he given to them, (as the Editor thinkB to 
be the case), because they were already endued with that spi; tual 
union, as is evident from the passage of the very chapter, (xvii. 6, 8, 
16 22), ‘ They have kept thy word."— “ And have known eurely that 
I came out from thee, and they have believed that thou didst send 
me." — “ They are not of the world, even a» I nm not of the world." — 
“ The glory which thou gavest me, I have given them.” Besides, 
unity in spiritual nature is not the same kind of unity which subsists 
between the individuals of one nature. 

Supposing unity of nature existed between God and Jesus Christ, 
(as the Editor believes,) in the same manner as it is found in one 
begotten by a man or animal and his parents, and that Tesus actually 
meant by the words, “ my Father,’’ in verse .'10, to affirm God to be 
his real Father, would it not be quite idle in Jesus to have declared, 
that he as a Son was of the same nature with his Father, instead of 
saying that he was a Son entertaining the same will and design with 
his Father, since the former circumstance is natural and obvious, but 
the latter is not always found to exist, as we daily find among the 
children of men? Were the circumstance of one’s calling God his 
Father received as a proof of his being actually the son of God, and, 
of course, of his unity in nature with the Deity, .we must consider 
David as a real son of God, and of the same nature. Psalm lxxxix 
29 : “ He cry unto me, Thou art ux Father, my God, and the 
rock of my salvation and we also must esteem Israel one in nature 
with God ; (Jer. iii. 4, “ Wilt thou not from this time cry unto me, 
Mt Father, thou art the guide of my youth ?”) We must even admit 
all Christians to be one in nature with the Father of the universe, for 
we are taught to pray to our Father in heaven, Matt. vi. 9. See also 
verses 1, 4, 6, 8, 14, 15, 18, and 32 of the same chapter. John xx. 
17 : “ My Father and your Father,” Ac. 2 Cor. i, 3 : “ The Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ,” and “ the Father of mercies," Ac. To enable 
my readers to take a dear view of this passage, 1 bare quote the 
context, as well aa the note found in the Improved Version upon it 
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Ver«. 29, 30 : “My Father, who gavethem me, is greater than all : and 
none is able to pluck them out of my Father's hand. I and my 
Father are one that is, “ To snatch my true disciples out of my 
hand would be to snatch them out of my almighty Father's hand ; 
because 1 and my Father are, one one in design, action, agreement, 
jffection. See ch. xvii. 11, 21, 22. 1 Cor. iii. frr^Now he that planteth, 
and he that watereth are one.’ ” (Improved Version.) Both in the 
Scriptures, and in ordinary composition, unity, when referred to two 
substances, implies invariably perfect concord of will, or some other 
qualities and by no means oneness of nature, — a fact which my 
readers will perceive by a slight attention to the common usage of 
language, and also to the following verses Gen. ii. 24 : “And he 
(the husband) shall cleave unto his wife, and they two shall be one 
flesh." Ezek. xxxvii. 19 : “I will take the stick of Joseph, and will 
put them with him, even with the stick of Judah, and make them 
one stick, and they shalll be one in mine hand.” 1 Cor. x. 17 : 
“For we being many are one bread, and one body ; for we are all 
partakers of that one bread.” 

I never amused myself with the thought that Christ did “pray 
that his disciples might be one with him and his heavenly Father,” 
nor did I eyer rejoice at the idea that Jesus, “a man approved of 
God,” was one in nature with the invisible Most High ; 1 only observ- 
ed in my Second Appeal, that if Trinitarian authors succeeded in 
their attempt to prove the deity of Jesus Christ from a perverted 
interpretation of such phrases as “the Father in me, and I in him 
— “he dwelleth in God, and God in him they would unavoidably 
increase the number of the persons of the Godhead much beyond 
three, since similar expressions are frequently found applied to the 
disciples of Jesus. John xiv. 20: “At that day ye shall know, (address- 
ing himself to his disciples,) I am in my Father, and ye in me, and I 
in you.” Ch. xvii, 21 : " Thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that 
they also may be one in us.” John vi. 56 : “He that eateth my flesh, 
and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him.” 1 John iv. 
15 : “Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, God 
dwelleth in him, and he in God." 2 Peter i. 4 : “That by these ye 
might be partakers of the divine nature." 

The Editor seems displeased at my having declined to submit 
indiscriminately to my countrymen the whole doctrine of the New 
Testament, because certain passages therein, having undergone 
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human distortions, occasion much dispute. I therefore beg in refer 
him to another portion of this Essay, as well as to all church history* 
which shew that my plan was conformable to the example laid down 
by the apostles and primitive Christians* who used to accommodate 
their instructions to the gradual progress of their followers. 

In answer to hb question* “How was it that I did not feel struck 
with the absurdity of a creature’s creating all things*" Ac. ? I beg 
only to reply by another question, viz. How does the Reverend 
Editor justify the idea, that one who was in the human shape* pos- 
sessed of human feelings* and subject to the call* of nature, was the 
very God whom he defines as existing for ever* immaterial, invisible, 
and above all mortal causes or effects? 

The Reverend Editor says* that nothing can bo more incorrect 
than my assertion, p. 130, that Jesus in John ‘disavowed the 
charge of making himself God — after having bo me the fullest 
testimony to his equality with God in chapters v and viii., at 
length prevaricates and retracts for fear of death.” I therefore 
refer to chapters v. and viii., and now ask the Editor whether he 
calls the following saying of Jesus* found in chapters y. and viii., 
the fullest testimonies to his equality with God ? “ The Son can do 
nothing of himself." “ For the Father loveth the Son, and sheiccth 
him all things that himself doe th." “ So the Sou quickenetli whom 
he will; for the Father judge th no man, but hath committed all judg- 
ment unto the Son." “ He that heareth my word, and believeth on 
him that sent me, hath everlasting life.” “ So hath lie yicen to the 
Son to have life in himself, hath given him authority." Ac I can 
of mine ownself do nothing." I seek not mine turn mil , but the will 
of the Father who hath Kent me." For the works which the Father 
hath given me to finish," Ac. 41 1 am come in my Pother's name.'? 
( 4 h. viii : “But he that sent me is true." Ido nothing of myself, 
but as my Father hath taught me I speak these things.” “ But now 
ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the truth which I have 
heard of God ” Neither came I of myself, but he sent me" “I 
seek not mine own glory." 14 1 know him (God) and keep his saying " 
Do these testimonies amount to the equality of Jesus with his God 
and Father ? If so, the Editor must have in view a definition of the 
term 44 equality" quite di fferent from that maintained by the world* 

0 A§ to John v. 23, 1 beg to refer my review to the iulwquciil chapter of tlnf Crsay, 
here I will examine the same verst* fully. 
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I at the same t i mo ciilioat the Editor to point out a single verse 
in either of these two chapteis containing a proof of the equality 
of Jesus Christ with God, setting in defiance all the phrases I have 
now quoted from these very chapters. After reflecting upon the 
above cited phrases, the Editor will, I hope, spare the charge, that 
Jesus “ at length prevaucates and retracts foi fear of death ; ” for, his 
disavowal 01 deity in ch. x. .*10, was quite consistent with all the doc- 
trines and piecepts that lie taught in the evangelical writings, (Vide 
the whole of the four Gospels ) 

The Editor then adds, “ the coniession, (in x. 31 — 36,) which our 
author teims a disavowal of deity, was the very confession for which 
they sought again to take him, because they still thought he made 
himself God/ 1 am, therefore, under the necessity of quoting the 
context, to shew' that the Jews seemed appeased at the explanation 
given by Jesus himself, as to their misunderstanding of him, and 
that they sought again to take him on account of another subsequent 
assertion of las. The context is, (32) “Many good works nave 1 
shewed you from my Fathei ; for which of those works do ye stone 
me? (33) The Jew's answered him, saying, For a good work w T e stone 
thee not ; but for blasphemy ; and because that thou, being a man, 
niakest thyself God. i34) Jesus answered them, Is it not written in 
your law'. I said ye are gods? (33) If he called them gods unto whcm 
the word of God came, (and the scripture cannot be broken,) (36) 
Say ye of him whom the Father hath sanr tilled, and sent into the 
world, Thou blasphemest ; because I said I am the Son of God ? i37) 
If 1 do not the w'opks of my Father, believe me not * (33) but if I do, 
though ye believe not me, believe the works ; that ye may know and 
believe that the Father is in me, w and I in him. (39) Therefore they 
sought again to take him, but he escaped out their hand.” Does 
not Jesus here appeal to scripture, on the ground that if the sacred 
writings, every assertion of w'hich is but true, are justified in calling 
magistrates and prophets gods, and that the Jew* in reading the 
Scriptures styled those superiors by the epithet gods, in conformity 
to their Scriptures, they could not in justice accuse him, the sanctified 
Messiah of God, of blasphemy, for his having called himself only 

• I have already jn a preceding page (440) stated that such a phrase aw “ one is in 
another, and the other ia in hint, 1 implies in scriptural language only unity in design and 
will, as it ir frequently applied to the upoatlea in reference to liod, and to their Lord 
and hiabtrr Jesus ('hrist. 
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the Son of God v Does not Jesus here justify the use of *Hv yiuase 
“Son of God,” for himself, in the same metaphorical .sense that the 
term “gods” was used for the magistrates and prophets among 
Israel? If «o, he of course relinquishes his claim to the use of the 
phrase “ God/' ami “Son of God ” in its real sense. If a commoner, 
who holds a high situation under government, suffers himself to be 
called “honourable” and, consequently, be accused of presumption 
in permitting himself to be designated by that title, on the ground 
that he was not actually the son of a nobleman, would he not justify 
himself against tins charge by saying, “ You call all the judges Lords 
in their judicial capacity though they are not noblemen by birth ; 
yet you charge me (who hohl a more dignified situation than the 
judges) With airoganee, because I suffer myself to be addressed as 
‘honourable’ — a title which the child i en of noblemen enjoy”? In 
following the example of Jesus, 1 now appeal to scripture, and also 
to common sense that my re a leis may judge therein whether verses 
34 — 30 contain a confession of Godhead, or a disavowal of ueity, 
made by Jesus himself. 

It is not only a single instance m which Jesus < mitLu to correct 
the Jews in their misconceiving the phi use, I he Father is in me, 
and I in him.” (verse 38,) but in many other instances h* left them 
in ignoranc John ii. 19, 2U When Jesus told the Jews to 
destroy the temple, that he might, raise it again in three day? the} 
misunderstood him, and supposed that he intended to raise iheieirr io 
of Jerusalem, and, found fault with him, ln«m this Misconceived 
notion, before the high-priest. John ii. 21 “ Hut he s t ahe oi the 
temple of his body;” as well a6 John vii. 3-1 3b, riii 21, 22, as I 
noticed Delore in pages 333, 423. The Editor, lasth, says that 
“Jesus at last chose to die under this very charge, rather than dear 
up the mistake, if it was such. This was their last and grand charge : 
4 We have a law, and by that law he ought to die, because he made 
himself the Son of God,’ which they esteemed blasphemy worthy of 
death.” The Editor must be well aware that the Jews had such an 
inveterate enmity against Jesus, that they not only charged him with 
what they found in him contrary to their law , but even with wilful 
exaggerations. John v. 15. “The man departed and told the Jews, 
that it was Jesus who had made him whole.” Yer. ll> “ And 
therefore did the Jews persecute him, (Jesus,) and sought to slay him, 
bee muse lit had done these things on the sabbath day.” (To perform 
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a cure on the sabbath day is supposed by the Jews to be a breach of 
the traditions of the elders, and not a crime worthy of death ; yet they 
sought to kill Jesus under that pretence.) Ver. 17 : “ But Jesus 
answered them. My father worketli hitherto, and 1 work. (18) 
Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, because he not only 
had broken the sabbath, but said also that God was hif Father, 
making himself equal with God.’’ Although the Jews in their own 
defence, called God their Father, without subjecting themselves 
to the charge of blasphemy, (John viii. 41, We have one Father , even 
•God,”) yet they sought to kill Jesus on the false ground, that he 
equalized himself with God by calling God his father. It is worth 
observing, that, lest the Jews should infer his independence in doing 
miracles, and wrest his words from the purpose, (“ My Father worketh 
hitherto, and I work ”) Jesus firmly avows his entire dependence on 
•God in whatever he had performed, in verse 19, (“Verily, I say unto 
you, the Son cas do nothing of himself,” Ac.,) and also in the following 
verses, in so much that the Jews, being unable to find any plea for 
.his destruction, remained quiet, and and left Jesus in peace. ( Vide 
the whole of eh. v.j In Luke xxiii. 2, the Jews charged him with 
having perverted the nation by representing himself as their king, 
and having forbidden to give tribute to Caesar : a charge which was 
full of misrepresentation. N 

Let us return now to the text quoted by the Reverend Editor : 
“ We have a law, and by our law lie ought to die, because he made 
himself the Son of God;" —whence it is evident, that, notwithstanding 
the great hatred which the Jews entertained towards our Saviour, 
and the misrepresentation they were guilty of in their accusation against 
him, the severest charge which they preferred under the pretence of 
religion was, that “he made himself the Son of God,” and they would 
have, of course, accused him of having made himself God, to Pilate, 
whom they found inclined to release Jesus, and in presence of the 
multitude, this being better calculated to excite the wrath of the 
latter and horror of the former, had the Jews ever heard him declare 
himself God, or say anything that amounted to his claim to the 
Godhead. The high-priest and other chief accusers knew very well 
that their people were taught to consider God as their Father, and to 
call themselves the children of the Most High (correctly speaking, the 
*pn* of the Most High, Psalm lxxxii. 6) ; and this idea was so familiar 
among them, that Jesus also admitted them to be the particular 
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children of the Deity. Mark vii, 27 ; 44 But Jesus said unto her, Let 
the children first be filled/’ &c . 

The Editor says, (page 597,) that “ our author queries on what 
principle any stress can be laid on the prophetic expression quoted 
in Heb. i. from the Psalms, 4 Thy throne, <> God, is for ever and 
eve r/ We reply merely on this principle, that it is spoken bv God. 
who cannot lie/* Are not these words also, 44 Ye aro gods,” spoken 
by Him who cannot lie ? Is not the very verse of Hebrews, “ I hy 
throne, O (rod, is for ever and ever/' applied originally to Solomon 
by Him who cannot lie, and, in an accommodated sense, to .lesus by the 
apostle? I will not introduce the subject again, it having been 
noticed in page .144. The Editor expresses his astonishment ai 
what I say in Second Appeal, that the phrase 44 for ever ” must mean 
a limited time when referred to an earthly king or a creature, and 
therefore it carries no weight in proof of the deity of Jesus when 
applied to him. The reason which he assigns for his surprise is. 
How could I take this phrase in a finite sense when applied to Jesus, 
the eternal Jehovah? Did not the Editor feci astonished nt the* idea 
that he employs the application of the phrase 44 for ever” in his 
attempt to prove the deity of Jesus, and then employs the circumstance 
of the eternal deity of Jesus, for the purpose of proving that infinite 
duration is understood by the phrase 14 for ever, ’ when referred to 
Jesus ? 

As he admits that “for ever” when referred to a creatuic 
implies a limited time only; lie, therefore, must span* this phrase, 
and try to quote some other term peculiar to Chid, in his endeavour 
to establish the deitv of Jesus. 

The Editor $ay6, that the expression of Jesus to Mary, John 
xx. 17 ,) 44 Go to my brethren, ami say unto them, I ascend unto my 
Father and your Father, and to my God ami your God, was merely 
in his human nature 1 wish the Editor had furnished us with a 
list, enumerating those expressions tljiat Jesus Christ made in his* 
human capacity, and another shewing such declarations as hr made 
in his divine nature, with authorities for the distinction. I might 
have, in that case, attentively examined them as well as their 
authorities. From his general mode of reasoning, J am induced to 
think, that he will sometimes he obliged, in explaining a single 
sentence in the scriptures, to aserilie a part of it to Jesus as a man, 
and another part to him in his divine nature. As for example, John 
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y. 22, 2.*J : “For the Father judgeth no man > Imt hath committed 
all judgment uuto the Son, that all men should honour the Son even 
a.s i hey honour the l ather. He that honoureth not the Soil, honoureth 
not the Father which hath sent him. 1 The first part of this sentence, 
11 hath committed all judgment unto the Son, f must have been 
(according to the Editor) spoken in the human nature of Jesus Thrist, 
since the Almighty, in exercising tils power, does not stand in need 
of another’s vesting him with that powei lhe second part oi the 
same sentence, “ all men should honour the Sou, even as they honour 
tin* Father, ” must be ascribed by the Editor to Jesus as God, he 
having bct-ti worthy to he honoured as the Father is And the last 
part, “which hath sent him,” relates again to (Christs human 
rapaeitv since it implies his subjection to the disposal of another. 
Js this the internal evidence of Christianity on which the orthodox 
divines lay stress 0 Surely not. 

As to the exclamation of Thomas, (John xx. 28,) “My Lord and 
my Cod !“ It is neither a confession of the supreme deity of Jesus 
by him, nor is it a vain exclamation, since it is evident, from verse 
2*>, tlurt Thomas doubted Christ’s resurrection without any reference 
to his deity ; and that, when he saw Jesus and the print of the 
nails, lie believed it, and being struck with such a circumstance, 
made the exclamation, “My Lord and my God !’* according to the 
invariable habits of the Jews, Arabs, and almost all other Asiatic 
nations, who, when struck with wonder, often make exclamations 
iu the name of the Deity; and that Jesus, from these apparent 
circumstances, and having perceived his heart, says, “ because thou 
hast Nee 1 1 me, thou hast believed, ' (verse 29); by which Jesus 
acknowledges the belief of Thomas iu the fact which lie doubted 
iu verse 2.“>, that is, his resurrection ; for the subject in question, 
as it stands in the context, has no allusion to the deity of Jesus ; 
and the form in which a confession is made, is totally different 
from that of exclamation, both in the scriptures and in ordinary 
language How can Thomas be supposed to have meant to confess 
the deity of Jesus in a mere exclamation, “ My Lord and my God !’ f 
without adding some* phrase conveying confession, such as “Thou 
art” my Lord and my God, and “ I believe you to be” my Lord 
and niv God? I beg that my readers will attentively refer to the 
context, and to the common habits of Asiatics on occasions similar to 
this, ami form their opinion respecting this subject. The Editor 
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quotes Matt, v 37, which, with its context, forbid all sorts of - 
ing ; but what relation this has to the exclamation of Thomas, John 
xx. 28, 1 am unable to discover. 

The Editor quotes six passages from the Gospel and the book of 
the Revelations, four of which I have already examined, and 1 notice 
now the remaining two verses. First, John i. I : In the beginning 
was the word, *nd the word was with God, and the word was God.” 
By the first sentence, (“ in the beginning was the word”) the Editor 
attempts to prove the eternity of the son ; by the second, (“ the word 
was with God”) his distinct personality ; and by the third the word 
was God”! his deity 

Let us first take this verse in its literal sense, and ascertain 
whether or not it is, in that case, intelligible. “ In the beginning” — 
i e. in the time — “ was the word” — i e. existed such a sound as was 
capable of conveying a meaning. “ The word was with God” — i. e. 
this sound existed in the Deity, since no sound can exist, of itself. 
u The word was God” — i. e. the word was the deity, or a deity, or 
being like other attributes of the Deity, it was divine The whole 
verse thus stands : “ From the beginning the word of God, or Reve- 
lation manifesting his will and commandments, existed with him as 
God himself and by the same word God made or established all 
things ; as the Jewish and Muhammadan as well as Hindoo theolo- 
gians believe, on the authority of the words respectively acknowledged 
by them, that God made and established all things by his word only. 
(Vide Gen. i. 3, et seq.) And he communicated that Revelation to the 
world through Jesus Christ, (as testified beforehand by John the 
Baptist,) for the purpose of effecting the salvation of those that 
received and believed the authority of that Revelation. This is 
detailed throughout vers. 2 — 12/* J In Verses 13, 14, John expressly 
personifies “ the word” in Jesus, as the bearer and deliverer of the Re- 
velation : * 4 The word was made flesh,” (or the word was flesh,) " and 
dwelt among us,” 4c. To explain fully this metaphorical representation, 
John designates Jesus by this name, with the additional words M of 
life,” once in his Epistle, 1 John i. 1, “ The word of life,” and with the 
additional words “ of God,” once in Rev. xix. 13, “ His name is called 
tlxe word of God whereby he manifests that Jesus, as the deliverer 

* The reason for the use of the uifWitliiie gender in these verses, both in the original 
Gospel and in the English version, is obvious, as the original word Aoyos signifying the 
4< ward,” is masculine. 
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of the word of God, is called by that name, and not actually identified 
with the word, as otherwise might have been supposed from hi* 
Gospel, i. 1. John i. 1, is not the only instance in which an attribute 
of the Deity is thus represented as one with God ; for the very same 
writer identifies love with the Deity, in 1 John iv, 8, 16, on the 
ground that love is of God, and is manifested in the world by him, 
l John iv. 7 . 

Secondly. I have to notice the orthodox exposition of the verBe 
in question : they interpret the word 11 beginning,*’ as signifying all 
eternity, and by the term “ word,” they understand Jesus the son of 
God ; that is, from all eternity the son of God existed with God, distinct 
in person, and he was also God. The interpretation is, I presume, 
equally unscriptural, as it is revolting to the understanding, and for 
several reasons; First. As long as a passage can be consistently 
taken and understood in its literal sense, there can be no apology for 
taking it in a figurative one. Here we find no authority for identify- 
ing Jesus with the “ word,” or designating him by that term in any 
of the preceding Gospels ; he is only figuratively so called in Revela- 
tion, by the name of 44 the word of God.” Under these circumstances, 
to understand Jesus literally and so abruptly by the term “ word,” in 
John i. i, (against the established doctrine of the Jews and the rest 
of the oriental nations,) and to assume this word as existent in tho 
beg inn ing, and as instrumental in the hands of God, in moral and 
physical creations, is entirely inadmissible. Sndly. The Evangelist 
John, in his Gospel, uses the word “beginning” in a finite sense, and 
generally implying the beginning of the Christian dispensation, (John 
xvi. 4, xv. 27, viii. 2o, 44, vi. 64, ii. 11,) and not once for 44 all eternity/ 9 
Hence to understand the word “ beginning ” in an infinite sense, ia 
opposed to the sense adopted throughout the whole of his Gospel. 
3rdly. In the first verse of Genesis, 44 In the beginning God created 
the heaven and the earth,” we find, in a similar connection, the same 
phrase, 44 in the beginning.” Were we to follow the orthodox inter- 
pretation, and take it in an infinite sense, ( i . e. from eternity God 
created the earth and heavens,) we should be compelled to profess the 
eternity of the wcrld and become materialists. 4tkly. To acknow- 
ledge die boh to be the true God, and to have lived with the true God 
from eternity, destroys at once the idea of the unity of God, and 
proves beyond every question, the plurality of the Diety. For, if we 
see one real man living with another real man, though both of them 
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are one in nature and design, are we not compelled, by the ordinary 
.course of nature, to apprehend the duality of man, and to say that* 
there are two men ? Can orthodox ingenuity prove, that there are 
not two, but one man, or prevent the comprehension of the duality of 
man? If not, \ wish to know whether, after admitting that the real 
God, the Son, exists with the real God, the Father, from eternity, 
the JSditor can consistently deny the existence of two real Gods ? 
fithly. The exposition of the Editor must render John i. i, directly 
contradictory of Deut. xxxii. 39, “ I am he, and there is no God with 
me.” Here Jehovah himself expressly denies having another real 
God with him in the universe, for he is often said to have had ficti- 
tious Gods with him and, therefore, Jehovah’s denial, in this verse, 
must be referred and confined to real Gods. Psalm lxxxii. 1 : “ God 
standeth in the congregation of the mighty, he judge th among the 
Gods.” He then addressed himself to those nominal Gods of Israel, 
among whom he stood, “ I said, ye are God (in verse 6). But we 
firmly believe that John, an inspired writer, could not utter anything 
that might contradict the express declaration of Jehovah, though the 
Editor and others, from a mistaken notion ascribe this contradiction 
to the Evangelist. 6thly. They thus render the last sentence of the 
verse “ the won! was God,” without the indefinite article “a” before 
“God,” while they translate Exod. vii. 1, “ I have made thee (Moses) 
a God to Pharoah,” though, in the original Hebrew, there stands only 
the word or “ God, without the indefinite article “a” before 

it. If regard for the divine unity induced them to add the article 
“a” in the verse of Exodus, “ a God to Pharoh,” why did not the 
same regard, as well as a desire of consistency, suggest to them to 
add the article “ a ” in John i. 1, “ the word was a God” ? We may, 
however, easily account for this inconsistency The term “ God ” in 
Exodus is applied to Mosob, the notion of whose deity they abhor ; 
but as they meant to refer the same term in John i. 1, to Jesus, (whose 
deity they are induced by their education to support,) they leave 
the word “God” here without the article “ a,” and carefully write 
it with a capital G. Lastly. If eternity be understood by the 
phrase “In the beginning,” in John i 1, and Jesus Christ be literally 
understood by the “ word,” then we shall not only be compelled to 
receive Christ as an eternal being, but also his apostles ; since Luke 
(oh. i. 2) speaks of himself and his fcllow^isciples, as “ eye-witnesses 
and ministers of the word from the beginning.” 
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Thirdly. I shall now quote the interpretation of this passage, by 
searchers after truth, who have been enabled to overcome their early- 
acquired prejudices. See Improved version, for which the Christian 
world is indebted to its eminently learned authors. 

“ The Word.] Mesus is so called because God revealed himself 
or hie word by him.” Newcome The same titlq is given to Christ, 
Luke i. 2. For the same reason he is called the Word of life, 1, John 
i. 1, which passage is so clear and useful a comment upon the proem 
to the gospel, that it may be proper to cite the whole of it. * That 
which was from the beginning , which we have heard, which we have 
seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon , and our hands have 
handled of the Word of life: lor the Life was manifested, and we 
have seen it, and bear witness, and shew unto you that eternal Life 
which was with the Father , and was manifested unto us ; that which 
we have seen and heard, declare we unto you.' By a similar meto- 
nymy Christ is called the Life, the Light, the Way, the Truth, and 
the Resurrection, bee Capped Dissert. Vol. 1. p. 19.” 

14 In the beginning ] Or, from the first, i. e. f from the commence- 
ment of the gospel dispensation or of the ministry of Christ. This is 
the usual sense of the word in the writings of this evangelist. John 

vi. 64, Jesus knew from the beginning, or from the first : cb. xv. 27, 
‘Ye have been with me from the beginning.’ See ch. xvi. 14, ii. 24, 
iii. 11 ; also 1 John I. 1, ii. 7, 8 ; 2 John 6, 7. Nor is this sense of 
the word uncommon in other passages of the New Testament. 2 
ThesB. ii. 13 , Phil. iv. 15 ; Luke i. 2.” 

“ The Word was with God.] He withdrew from the world to 
commune with God, and to receive divine instructions and qualifica- 
tions, previously to his public ministry. As Moses was with God 
in the mount, Exod. xxxiv. 28, so was Christ in the wilderness, or 
elsewhere, to be instructed and disciplined for his high and important 
office. See Cappe, ibid, p. 22.” 

“ And the Word was a God. J ‘ Was God.’ Newcome. Jesus 
received a commission as a prophet of the Most High, and was 
invested witli extraordinary miraculous powers. But in the Jewish 
phraseology they were called gods to whom the word of God came. 
(John x. 35.) So Moses is declared to be a god to Pharoah. (Exod. 

vii. 1.) Some translate the passage, God was the Word, q. d. it was 
not so properly he that spake to men as God that spake to them by 
him. Cappe, ibid. See John x. 30, compared with xvii. 8. ii. 16, iii. 
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< 34 . ▼. 23. xii. 44. Crellius conjectured that the true raadingwre ©«o f 
the Word* was God's, q. d. the first teacher of the gospel derived Cue 
commission from God. But this conjecture, however pJsurible, rests 
upon no authority. 

“ Wat in thb beginning with Ood.] Before he entered upon ms 
ministry he was fully instructed, by intercourse’ with God, in the 
nature and extent of his commission.” 

Alt things were done bv him.] All things were made by him. 
and without him was not anything made that whs made.’ New- 
come ; who explains it of the creation of the visible, material world 
by Christ, as the agent and instrument of God. See his notes on ver. 

3 and 10 But this is a sense which the word tytvtro will not 
admit. Ti \opai occurs upwards of seven, hundred times m the New 
Testament, but never in the sense of create. It signifies, in this 
gospel, where it odcnrs fifty -three times, to be. to come, to become, to 
come to pass ; also, to be done or transacted, ch. xv. 7. xix. 36. It has 
the latter sense. Matt. v. 18, vi. 8, xxi. 42, xxvi. 6. All things in the 
Christian dispensation were done by Christ, i. e. by his authdnty, 
and according to his direction ; and in the ministry committed to hif 
apostles nothing has beta done without his warrant. See John xv. 4 
5, * Without me ye can oo nothing.' Compare vers. 7, 10, 16 : John 
xvii. 8 ; Col. i. 16, 17. Cappe, ibid.’ 

Verse 14 : “ Nevertheless, the Word was flesh.” “ Though' this 
first preacher of the gospel was honoured with such signal tokens of 
divine confidence and favour, though he was invested with so high an 
office, he was, nevertheless, a mortal man.' Cappe. In this sense 
the word flesh is used in the preceding verse. ' Flesh,' says Mr. 
Lindse y, Sequel to the Apology, page 136, ' is frequently put for man. 
— P salm Ixv. 2 ; Bom. iii. 20. But it frequently ana peculiarly 
for man as mortal, subject to infirmities and sufferings ; and 
as such is particuiary appropriated to Christ here, and in other places. 
1 Tim. iii. 16 ; Bom. i. 3, ix. 5 ; 1 Pet. iii. 18, iv. 1. arkoyot <mp( 
tytvtro, the Word was flesh, not became flesh, which is Newcome’s 
translation, or, web mad* flesh, which is the common version. The 
moat usual meaning of yivopai. is to be. In this sense eytvtro is sued 
in this chapter, ver. 6 : also in Luke xxiv 19. The things concern- 
ing Jesus of Nazareth os tytvtro, who was. not who became .•% pro- 
phet See Cappe, p. 86 : and Socinus in loc.” 

53 
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Now my readers may judge which of these interpretations of 
John i. 1 is consistent with scriptural authority and conformable to 
the human understanding. 

The Editor denies, positively, the charge of admitting three Gods, 
though he is in the practice of worshipping God the Father, God the 
Son, and God the Holy Ghost. I could wish to know what he would 
say, when a Hindoo also would deny polytheism on the same principle 
that if three separate persons be admitted to make one God, and 
those that adore them be esteemed as wofthippers of one God, what 
objection could be advanced, justly, to the oneness of three hundred 
and thirtv-uiree minions of persons on the Deity, and to their worship 
in different emtuems '< For, oneness ot three or of thirty millions oi 
separate persona is equally impossible according to human experience, 
and equally supportable by mystery alone. 

The second passage of John quoted by the Editor which I have 
not yet noticed is John xvi. 30 : '"Now are we sure that thou knowest 
all things-" 1 admit that Jesus knows all things concerning his 
ministry and the execution of final Judgment, but not those that 
beat uo relation Vo either of them, as I noticed in pages 344, 393, 
and 4Q7, since the phrase "all things,' is very often used in a definite 
sense, both in the Old and New Testaments. In Joshua i. 17, when 
the people said. "We hearkened to Moses in all things,” they meant, 
of course, things with regard to the divine commandments. So, in Matt, 
xvii. 11, Elias is said to have “restored all things,” that is, all wings 
concerning nis office as the forerunner of the Messiah. In Mark xxiii. 
23, Jesus said to his disciples, "I have foretold you all things.” of 
course what respected their salvation. Eph. vi. 21 * "Tychicus, a 
beloved brother, and faithful minister in the Lord , shall make known to 
you all things,” of course belonging to their salvation. Besides, 
the scriptures inform ub, that those who devote themselves to 
the contemplation of the Deity are endued with the free gift of knowing 
all things ; but from this circumstance they are not considered to be 
elevated to the nature of God, nor numbered as persons of the 
Godhead. Prov. xxviii. 5 : “ They that seek the Lord, understand all 
thingt.” 2 Tim. ii. 7 : "And the Lord give thee understanding in M 
things.” 2 Sam. xiv. 20 : "And my Lord is wise, according to the wisdom 
of an angel of God. to know all thing$ that are in the earth.” 

The Editor quotes Paul (page 598,) "God our saviour” and I Peter 
"the righteousness of God and our saviour Jesus Christ” and also 
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Jud» 25, “to the cntv vm Qod cmr saviour.” Ifc intends pratf* to 
chow, that txA God 3&fl Jmi m styled " Brnoum/' consequently 
Josos is Gofc -I bm lolly noticed that sevferal others, frt iri d f Jesus, 
wew likebim, appointed by God to sere people xrora time to time, 
end named saviours in the eeriDtmee ; but that the nee ol tHig appeb 
latixm does not serve to prove the deity ol any of them. Vide pages 
311 a« 3J3 

The Editor ezproeeee hife despite of Hindu pobtkmm triumphing 
in hie own pure profession. 1 wonder now it oonld escape the notice 
of the Editor teat the doctrine of plurality in unity by 

him, and that professed by Hindus stand on the same footing, sinc e 
the Editor, as well as the Hindus, firmly declares the unity of God, 
while at tne same time both acknowledge the plurality of persons 
under the same Godhead, although they differ from each other in the 
exact number. The following passage quoted by the Editor “the 
gods who have not made the heavens and the earth, shall perish from 
Ae earth and from unaer tnese heavens," is equally applicable to 
several of the divine persons of both parties. 

Id answer to the Editor’s query, Where does the unity of man- 
kind exist ? I entreat to be allowed to ask the Editor, where the 
unity of the Godhead exits ? If he say, that it is one divine nature 
that exists between the three sacred persons, I answer, that the unity 
of mankind is one human nature, and exists between so many 
individual persona 

In answer to his question. When were all mankind one even in 
design and will ? I shall Bay that mankind has always been one, and 
shall be one even in will and design, in the glorious and prosperous 
reign of Christ ; the present difference in will and design, or in rank 
and situation among its persons, does not preclude them from unity 
of nature, as the Editor himself admits that “ one equal in nature to 
another may yet be subordinate in office.” Besides, we find that the 
will of God the Father was sometimes at variance with that of God 
the Son. Matt xxvi. 39 : “0 my Father, if it be possible, let this cup 
pass from me ; nevertheless, not as Z will but as thou wilt." Mark 
xiv. 36 : “And he (Jesus) said Abba, Father, all things are possible 
unto uiee ; take away this cup from me : nevertheless, not what I will , 
but what thou wilt” 

The Editor appeals to common sense, saying, that “she sees 
around her every day,” that one man “ equal in nature to another is 
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vet jubordinate in office.” Rh* sees bo indeed : but whenahe eeee one 
man equal in nature to another, she reckons them two men. wh e ti ie r 
one is subordinate in office to the other or not. To this part of the 
evidence, f be* the Editor trill pay some attention. It is indeed as- 
tonishing, that in all his illustrations the Editbr brings the Godhead 
to a level with any genua, including various species under it, but feels 
offended if any one should observe this fact to him. 

The Editor says, (page 601,) “ Nor is it true that it wae the eon- 
etaut practice of the Saviour to pray to the Father for the power of 
working miraoles ; for he never did them in his Father's name, as was 
the invariable practice of the ancient prophets.” In reply to this, 1 
only refer the Editor to John xi. 41, to Mark viii. 6, wheie are find 
Jesus had actually prayed to the Father in raising the dead, and 
breaking the bread ; and especially to John xi. 42 m which Jesus, by 
saying “thou hsarest me always,” avows that during the whole 
period of his executing the commission, God Mard his supplications, 
though in several instances of performing miracles he had not used 
verbally the name of God, in imitation of the practices of some of the 
ancient prophets. See 2 Kings v. 27 in which Elisha is said to have 
made Gehazi a leper without verbal supplication to God ; and in chap, 
ii. 10, Elijah bestowed on Elisha his power of performing miracles, 
without praying verbally to the Most High. As to the Editor’s asser- 
tion, tha t “ he never did them (miracles) in hie Father’s name,” I 
again refer him to John x. 25, “ The works that I do in my father’s 
name, they bear witness of me.” Ver. 43 : “ I am come in my Father’s 
name, and ye receive me not ; if another shall come in his own name, 
him ye will receive.” Here Jesus rests his divine commission on the 
name of God, and rejects the claims of any one who comes in his own 
name. He certainly sent his disciple? to work miracles in his own 
name, as the Massiah sent from God, that his apostles might procure 
faith in him from Jews and Gentiles, whereby they both might 
have their access to God through him. Matt. x. 40-42: "He 
that receiveth you, receiveth me, and he that receiveth me reoeiveth 
him that sent me. He that receiveth ' a prophet in the name of 
a prophet, shall receive a prophet’s reward ; and he that receiveth a 
righteous man in the name of a righteous man, shall receive a 
righteous man’s reward. And whosoever shall give to drink unto aoe 
of t h™» B little ones a cup of cold water only tn the name of a disciple, 
verily I say unto you, he shall in no wise lose his reward.” These 
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•hew evidently that man should be rewarded for any act that he may 
per f orm in the name of a disciple, even in the name of a righteous 
man How much more is he to be approved in the sight of God if he 
acts in tne name of the Messiah of the Most High I 

I do not wonder at the idea of Christ's empowering nis apostles to 
work miracles when we find other prophets doing the same at their 
own choice, as I have often noticed. The Editor says, “ If it be 
declared in scripture, that the Father created all things by ard for the 
Son, it proves only that the Son is equal to the Father," and that the 
passages, * he hath given to the Son to have life in himself/ ' the fii 
bom of every creature/ “ place the equality of the Son with lhe Father 
beyond all Impute.” This must be a new mode of proof, invented 
for the support of the trinity, founded on mystery, far beyond my 
understanding. For if a creature’s being endowed with life by, or 
employed as an instrument in the hands of another, puts them both on 
a footing of equality, then, in the Editor’s estimation, the clay is 
equal to the pptter ; the rod with which Moses performed his miracles 
was equal to that grea* prophet ; and Moses himself, by whom, and 
for whom, God exhibited so many wonderful works, was equal to the 
Deity. 



CHAPTEF V. 

Remarks on the Replies to the Arguments found in Chapter 
the Third of the 8eeond Appeal. 

The Editor now comes (p. 602) “ to the last, and by tar the easiest 
part of his work/* that of meeting my objections to the seven positions 
formerly advanced in support of the deity of Christ. The first of 
these is, that Jesus was possessed of ubiquity, deduced from John 
iii. 13, “ No name hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down 
from heaven, even the Son of man, who is in heaven ” The ubiquity 
of Jesus is, by the Editor, grounded on the phrase, “ who is in heaven,' 1 
found in the present tense, while Jesus was at that time on earth. I, 
in the first place, observed in my Second Appeal, (page 135,) that 
this argument might, perhaps, carrv some weight with it, were not the 
frequent use of the present tense in a preterite or future sense observ- 
ed in the sacred writings : and were not a great number of other 
passages to determine that the term “is,” in this instance, must be 
understood in the past tense ; and to support this assertion, I quoted 
several passages, a few of which the Editor has discussed, leaving the 
rest quite unnoticed. One of the se is John viii. 58 : “ Jesus said unto 
them, Verily, verily, I say up to von, Before Abraham w as, I am ” 
To weaken its force, the Editor says, “ Why must this declaration, 
* Before Abraham was I am/ be taken in a preterite sense ? Because 
if it be not, our author’s cause dies ” No ; but because it would bear 
no sense unless thus understood, “ Before Abraham was, I was.*' 
The Editor further says, “Did the Jews, however, understand it thus'? 
So far from it, that they esteemed it a decided declaration of 
Jesus’s equality with the Father, and took tip <* tones to stone mm as 
a blasphemer.” The Jews understood Jesus as declaring himself to be 
more ancient than Abraham which they first inferred from ms assertion 
“Your Father Abraham rejoiced to see my day, and pe saw tt, ancvwas 
glad.” (John viii. 56). But there is nothing m the context that 
can convey the least idea of the Jews having esteemed) the phrase 
“Before Abraham was, I am/' a “decided declaration^ of Jesus’s 
equality with the Father.” or of their having, in consequence taken 
up stoaes to atone him. Nor can the circumstance of their attempt 
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to done Jwns be considered as a proof of their viewing the above 
declaration respecting his priority to Abraham as blasphemy against 
God, for they sought to day Jesus once on account of his having 
healed a man on the sabbath day, which they considered as a breach 
■of their law, and not as a claim to equality with the Deity (John 
v. 16) ; ana they wanted again to destory Jesus merely from his 
•a ffirm i n g, “I know him, for I am ‘from him, and he hath sent me" 
(John vii. 29, 30.); and finally from motives of political safety, as far 
as regarded their connection with the Romans- the Jews resolved to 
kill him. (John xi. 47, 48, 53). 

The Editor says, that “Jesus himself, meek and lowly as he was, 
although he knew precisely in what sense they understood him, rather 
■chose to work a miracle lor his own salety, than, to deny his divinity." 
From what I have just stated, and from all that 1 mentioned in pp 
444, 425, it obvioudy appears that neither the Jews understood hi* 
deity from the assertion, “Before Abraham was, I am," nor was it usual 
with Jesus to correct them whenever they mistook his meaning. The 
Editor might further perceive, in John v. 20. and its context that 
•Jesus, though charged with having a demon, omitted to correct tuiiy 
their mistaken notion; and also, in John viii. 48, 49. that, on the Jews 
reproa ching him with being a Samaritan, and with being possessed by 
-a aemon, the saviour only denied the second, and omitted to notion the 
farmer, which was the grossest charge that one Jew could ever prefer 
against another. 

The Editor seems doubtful as to the force of the arguments he his 
Adduced -in turning tne above verse to his purpose, as he thought it 
moner to have recourse to “the body of evidence previously adduced" 
m his attempt to prove “Christls ubiquity but my readers may be 
able to judge, from a calm examination of this body of evidence, 
whether or not it has an/ weight in proof of the ubiquity of the son 

The Editor now lays down a rule for those instances where the 
present reuse is used in the scriptures for the past, saying, “In poetry 
and sometimes in lively narrative, the present is, with strict propriety, 
used for the past, because the transaction is narrated &e tho ugh p— mug 
before the reader’s eyes.” 1 therefore beg the Editor to explain, 
conformably to this rule, the instances I noticed (Second Appeal, pp. 
135 , 1361 and numerous other instances. -Tohn xL 8 : “His disciples 
-* a y onto him," instead of taid unto him. Ver. 38: “Jesus eometh to 
’the grave, that is, acme to the greys. Uh. xiii. 6 : “Then eometh he to 
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Simon Peter,” that is, he to Simon Peter. Do these oome under 
the denomination of poetry or lively narration ’t If not, the Editor's 
rule must fall to the ground. If the Editor inaiete upon' their being 
lively narration because the circumstances are “ narrated as though 
passing before the reader’s eyes,” how can we be prevented, m that 
case, from taking the assertion in {John iii. II, also for a lively 
narration, on the same ground, that the circumstances are narrated in 
the verse in question “ as though passing before the reader's eyes,” 
although Jesus had in reality meant by present, the past tense f 

The Editor further observes, that “ it is a didactic discourse, on- 
hi clearness ana accuracy of which depended the salvation of a man 
(Nicodemus) who had hazarded much in coming to Jesus lor instruc- 
tion.” It is true that Jesus, as the greatest prophet of God, (or am 
omniscient being, according to the orthodox creed,) though well aware 
of the slow apprehension of Nicodemus, instructed him in a language 
far from being clear and comprenensible to him, both in the preceding 
and following verses. Vide verse 3 : “ Except a man be bom again, 
ha cannot see the kingdom of God.” Ver. 8 : “ So is every one that 
ie bom of the Spirit.” Ver. 13 : *■ No mun hath aeeenoed up to aeaeen 
but he that came down from heaven,” <Skc. Ter. 14 : * And as Mass 
lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the San of man 
be lifted up ” — foretelling him of his death an the crew by these 
ambiguous words. Nay, moreover, he, in his discourse with tbe Jewa 
and the multitude, very often expressed his idea in such a manner, 
that not only the Jews, but his own disciples, mistook his meaning; 
but he always regulated his instructions as he was guided by ms ana 
our heavenly Father. It would be, therefore, presumptuous m os (to 
by down rules for his oonduct, maintaining that “ common humanity, 
therefore, demanded that in further discourse with mm no wotd 
should be used but in its dire ft and proper unee.’ 

In answer to his assertion, “ If, then, he would only tell us how Jesus 
was regarded in those realms of light and truth previously to his des- 
cent on earth, he would himself settle mu point,”— I beg to refer the 
Editor to such authority as no Christian can ever deny ; 1 mean 1 Peter 
i, 20: “ Who verily was foreordained before the foundation of the tcorid, 
but was manifeeted in these last times for -you.” And also to 2 Tins, i 9: 
“ Who hath aavtd us, and called us with a holy calling not accord 
ing to orn works, but aooording to his own purpose and grace, which 
teas given ns in Christ Jam before the-worbi began.” If this pleim 
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explanation fall abort of convincing the Editor of the real aenaa m> 
which the pre-existence of Jeeus/and of hxa followers was meant, my 
endeavour to correct hia notion on this head must be of no use. 

In order to weaken the force of the argument I founded on Johns 
vi. 62, “ The Son of man aacend up where he to at before .” shewing: 
the absence of Jeeua from heaven while he was talking to men on 
earth, the Editor quotes Gen. xi. 5, xviii. 33, in which Jehovah is stated 
to have moved from one place to another, though possessed of omni- 
presence. But the Editor overlooked, or thought it judicious to omit 
to notice, the real point of my argument in the Second Appeal, which 
1 now repeat : “ For the attribute omnipresence is quite incon- 
sistent with the human notions of the ascent and descent effect- 
ed by the Son of man." It is not impossible for the omnipresent 
God that* he should manifest himself wherever he chooses without 
violating his omnipresence ; but the notion of occupying two very 
distant places- at one time by a son of man, is, of course, con- 
trary to the ideas acquired by human experience, unless this extra- 
ordinary cireumstannce be ascribed to the power of performing 
miracles bestowed on man by God. 

Jesus, however, took every precaution in wording his discourse 
with Nicodemus, by the use of the term man in the very same verse, 
(,13,) thus establishing his humanity; but, notwithstanding this, the- 
prejudices of a great number of his lollowers have induced them to 
infer his ubiquity, and thereby his deity, from the same verse. 

I will not recur to the examination of such passages as '* who made- 
all things,” 44 who upholds all thing*,,'’ Ac., alluded to here by the 
Editor, having often noticed them in the former part of this work. 

Let us now come to the real point, and ascertain whether or not 
the word, in the original Greek, which is rendered 14 is ” in the English 
version, in the phrase 44 who is in heaven,” actually signifies the pre- 
sent tense, as a candid inquiry into this very point will bring us to at 
satisfactory decision at once. The word in the original is uv, a parti- 
ciple, and not a verb ; and all that I said in my Second Appeal may 
be compressed into three remarks. In the first place, that the time 
of the participle is referred to the time of the verb found in the 
sentence ; and to corroborate this opinion, I quoted Bishop Middle- 
ton's Doctrine of the Greek article, Part, i. p. 42, Note : 44 We ate to 
refer the time of the participle to the time of the act, Ac., implied in 
the verb ; for past, present, and future cannot be meant otherwise 
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respect ot that act”* And I also cited John i. 48, Ovra ctSovec, 
""I saw thee when- thou wast literally, “ I saw thee being/’ in which 
the present participle implies the past In correspondence with the 
verb ctSov, or “ I saw,” found in the same verse. I now also beg the 
attention of the Editor to the common usage of almost all the 
languages that have the use of a present participle, in which he will 
find the participles generally referring to the time of the verb related 
to it In English, for example, in the following phrase, M Being ill, I 
-could not call upon you”, the time of the present participle “ being,” 
-refers, I presume, to the verb “ could not call.” implying the past tense. 

In the second place, I quoted Levit vii. 33, xiv. 47, in which the 
present participle is accompanied with the definite article, observing, 
that “ these present participles are referred to a time present with 
vespect to the Act of the verbs connected with them, but future, with 
respect to the command of God” — that is when the definite article 
is prefixed in Greek to a present participle, it has reference to the 
verb connected with it in an indefinite manner. So we find many 
instances in the New Testament similar to those quoted from Leviti- 
cus. in the third place, I said, “ Moreover, we froquentlv find the 
present participle used in a past tense, even without reference to the 
time of the verb. John ix. 25 : Tt <j>\os w a pm bams “ Being blind, 
now I see that is, “ Having been blind, now 1 see.' 

The Editor, omitting to notice the second and third arguments 
adduced by me, mutes remarks only on the first, saying, that “ were 
this criticism (‘ being in heaven, instead of * is in heaven ’) perfectly 
correct, it would not be of the least service to our author, as, * he 
being in heaven/ is precisely the same as, * he who is in heaven ’ ” I 
positively object to the accuracy of this assertion of the Editor; for 
the verb “ is," generally affirms an act or a state at the time present 
when spoken ; but the present participle ow, or “ being,” even when 
preceded by the definite article or or “ the,” implies time indefinitely, 
though the article a is often rendered by a relative pronoun “ who ” or 
“ which,” and the participle by a verb,* for the sake of elegance in 
English composition. I beg to refer the Editor first to those texts 
quoted in my Second Appeal. Levit. vii. 33 iO vpoo-^cpuv — avnp 
carat o’ Spa^uov o faftotr, “ The offering (person) for him shall be the 

• Thu Editor has given, in p. 607, a quotation from Bishop Middleton, with some 
remarks of his own. but 1 am perfectly willing to leave it to the discerning reader to 
nidge whether it corroborates my opinion or makes against it. 
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light shouldei ” Although the participle “ ottering ” in found here in 
the present tense, yet it indisputably implies, that at any time in 
future in which the offering may be made, “the offerei snail be 
entitled to the right shoulder." Lev xiv. 47: ‘O «<rO<»v — tXvwitu 
ifinria avrov “The eating (person) shall wash his clothes." The word 
**. eating," though found here in the present participle, preceded bv the 
definite Greek article tr signifies any part of the future in which the 
act of eating shall take place. The phrase, “ the eating ,” (person,) is 
rendered in the English version “ he that eateth," conformably to the 
idiom of the English language ; but this change of construction does 
not produce any change in the real meaning conveyed bv the original 
Greek. As this phrase, “ he that eats," bears no allusion to the 
support of tne doctrine of the Trinity, no one will, 1 presumo, 
scruple to interpret it in its original Bense ; that is, he wno eats 
at any time future with respect to the commandment of God. shall 
wash his clotues. 

Secondly I refer the Editor to the passages ne quoted in p. 608, 
to save me the trouble of selecting them. John iii. 4 : “How can a 
maw be bom when he is old," literally, “ being old that is, at any 
point of- time, no man being old can be bora. Ver. 15 : “ That no man 
believi n g oh him should perish that is, no one who may be induced 
to believe' Jesus at any time, even up to the last day, should perish. 
Ver. 18 : “ He not believing is condemned already that is, he who 
rejects me at any time, is condemned already in the divine decree. 
Ver. 20 : “Every one doing evil hateth light,” at any time whatsoever. 
Ver. 29 “ He having the bride is the bridegroom," at any period of 

time. Ver. 31 : “ He being of the earth, is earthly,’ at any period of 
time. Again, ch. v. 3 In these lay a great multitude of folk impo- 
tent," Ac. In the original Greek, the verb “to lie," is in the 
imperfect tense, and consequently the participle mav be tnus rendered, 
“ Who were impotent up to that time." Ver. 5 : “ And a certain 
man was there, who had an infirmity thirty and eight years " In 
this veree the participle is not preceded by the article : this, however, 
signifies that a certain man nad an infirmity when he was present at 
the pool— not at the time when St. John narrated this circumstance. 
But with a view to expose my argument to ridicule, the Editor puts 
his own words into my mouth, saving, (p. 608,) “ In this chapter, ver. 
4 , we have, * How can a man be born when he » old. literally, 
* being old,’ on our author’s plan, ‘ having been old, and now not 
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being bo ;* ” and so on in all the above-stated verses. But I wonder 
how lie could mistake what I have advanced in my Second 
Appeal in explanation of a present participle preceded by thfr 
article in the following words : “ The ottering (person) for him shall 
be the right shoulder : — the eating (person) shall wash his clothes* 
These present participles are referred to a time present with respect 
to the act of the verbs connected with them, but future with 
respect to the command of God.” Now my reader may judge* 
whether I confined the meaning of a present participle to the past 
tense, as the Editor, no doubt inadvertently, misrepresents n^y 
arguments. 

Thirdly. I beg to refer the Editor to the translation of that verse 
by the celebrated Dr. Campbell: “For none ascendeth into heaven, 
but he who descended from heaven, the Son of man, whose abode 
is in heaven in which the sense of the participle is referred to an 
indefinite tune ; for, a person whose abode is in London, may have 
his temporary residence in Paris. 

Forthly. I beg also to refer to the explanation of the article <r 
before a participle, given by Parkhuret : " xi. With a participle it 
may generally be rendered by, who , that , which , and the participle as 
a verb. Thus 1 John ii. 4, 6 Acyou/, he who saith, i. e.. the fneraon) 
saying. John, i. IS, 6 u>v who is or was." 

As to the assertion of the Editor, that where the time of the 
participle “being,” found in the phrase “being in heaven,” referred 
to the verb “ to ascend up to heaven,” it would completely prove the 
ubiquity of Christ, or involve perfect absurdity, — I presume there 
would be neither of these difficulties, in the event of the participle 
being referred to the verb mentioned in the verse ; for one’s being in 
heaven, or having his abode in hearen, does not render his ascent to 
heaven impossible, nor does it tend to prove his deity. Let us apply 
these circumstances as they stand literally to Moses and Elias, who 
descended from their heavenly abode, and appeared witjh Jesus Christ 
to his apostles, (Matt. xvii. 3,) and again ascended/ would it prove 
their ubiquity, or involve absurdity ? But is therb anything more 
absurd than an attempt to prove the ubiquity of a son of man 
capable of occupying only a certain small space on earth ? 

In reply to his assertion, that “ when John wishes to describe a> 
past state of action or being, he chooses some past participle,” l only 
beg to remind him, that in the Greek language there is no pastor 
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future participle for the verb to be, and, consequently, the present 
participle is used for those tenses under the specific rules. 0 

As to the second passage which he quoted to demonstrate tne 
Ubiquity of Jesus, (Matt, xviii. 20, “ For where two or three are 
gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them/’) 
I observed in mytJecond Appeal, “ Is it not evident that the saviour 
meant here, by being in the midst of two or’three of his disciples, his 
guidance of them when joined in searching for the truth, without 
preferring any claim to ubiquity? We find similar expressions in 
the Scriptures wherein the guidance of the prophets of God is meant 
by words that would imply their presence. Luke xvi. 29 : ‘ Abraham 
said unto him, They have Moses and the prophets, let them hear 
them.’ No one will suppose that the expression is intended to signify 
that the Jews actually had Moses and the prophets in person among 
them, or that they could hear them speak, in the literal sense of the 
words; nor can any one deduce the omnipresence of Moses and 
the propnets from such expressions.” 

The Editor, to avoid entering into the main argument, puts the 
following questions, to which 1 shall now reply. 1st. '‘If Christ 
guided them, must he not have been with them for that purpose?” 
Yea, he has been witli them in the same manner as Moses and the 
prophets have been with the Israelites, as is evident from the above- 
quoted passage of Luke, as well as from another which I shall now | 
cite. 1 John iii. 24 : “ And he that keepeth his commandments 
dwelleth in him, and he in him : and hereby we know' that he abideth 

0 The true explanation of the verse is. given in the Imphovld Vlbsiom, .is follow*: 
“Now no man hath ascended up to heaven, but lie who came down from heaven,! even 
the Son of Man, [who i-> in heaven.] ” J 

1 “ tie tcho came tlmcri from heaven.] This clause is correlative to the preceding. 
If the former in to be understood of a local ascent, the latter must be interpreted of a local 
•descent But if the former cLuik* is to be understood figuratively, as Kaj helms and 
Doddridge explain it, the latter ought, in all reason, to lx* interpreted figuratively likewise. 
If * to ascend into heaven,’ Mgnifie*. to become acquainted with the truths of (rod, ‘to 
•descend from heaven,’ is to bring down, and to discover those truth" to the world And 
this text dearly explain" the meaning of the phrase wherever it occuis in this evangelist. 
‘Coming down from heaven.’ mem" coming from (Jod, (see ver as Xicodeiuua 
expressed it, who did no* understand this of a local dr scent, but of a divine cominiN»inn. 
So (’hii"t mnrpreia it ver. 17 ’ Su 

;>» hearen] Tbi* < lause is wanting in some of the best copies. If it* 
authenticity i- allowed, it is to lx* understood of the knowledge which ('hnst possessed 
of the Father's will. See John i. lrt.” 



in us, by the spirit which he hath given us." 2nd. “ If there were 
only two such little companies searching for the truth at the acme 
moment, must he not have possessed ubiquity to guide them both ?” 
I reply by two othei questions. If the Jews of Galilee and of' Jeru- 
salem “ have Moses and the Prophets ” at the same time for their 
■guidance, are Moses and the Prophets to be supposed to have been 
possessed of ubiquitv ? After Elijah went up to heaven, (2 Kings, ii. 
11,) and his spirit was seen resting on Elisha, who remained on earth,, 
(ver. 15,) does the circumstance of Elijah’s being in heaven* and 
being with his servant Elisha on earth in spirit at the same time, 
prove the ubiquity of Elijah? 3rd. The Editor asks, “ If he (Jesus) 
was with Christians to guide them, has he left them now ?” I reply, 
neither Jesus nor Moses and the prophets have now forsaken those 
that sincerely search into truth, and are not fettered with early- 
acquired human opinions. 4th. “How, then, can he be the same 
yesterdav. to-day, and for ever? ’’ My reply is, he has been the same 
in like manner as David has been, in “ keeping the law continually 
for ever and ever." (Psalm cxix. 44.) 5th. “ Does our author need to- 
be told that this meant the writings of Moses and the Prophets ?” 
I reply, that this expression means their words preserved for ever by 
means of writing as the statutes of God. Psalm cxix. 152 : “ Con- 
cerning thy testimonies, I have known of old that thou hast founded 
them for ever.” Ver. 89 : “ For ever, 0 Lord, thy word is settled in. 
heaven." And Deui. xxxn. 1, Moses exclaims, “Give ear, 0 ye 
heavens, and I will speak, and hear, 0 earth, the words of my mouth ; 
my doctrine Bhall drop as the rain, my speech shall distil as the dew,” 
&c. 6th. “ Did Jesus mean that they had his writings with them ?’’ I 
reply, he meant, of course, that they had his lowly spirit, and his 
words, which were afterwards published and preserved in writing, 
7th “ Where were th6 writings of Jesus at that time ?” I said not 
a word of ms writings m my Second Appeal. Why the Editor puts 
this question to me, I know not. It is, however, evident, that Jesus 
himself, while oo earth, like other prophets of God, never omitted 
to express his doctrines and precepts, which have been handed down 
in writing up to this day. 

SECOND POSITION. 

The Editor quoted Matthew xi. 27, “ No man knoweth the Son,, 
but the Father ; neither knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, 
and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him, ” to shew that Jesus 
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ascribes to himself a knowledge and an incomprehensibility at nature 
eauai to tnat of God. I consequently asked the Editor in my Second 
Appeal, “ If he by the tenn 1 incomprehensible*, understands a total 
impossibility of being comprehended in any degree, or only the 
impossibility of attaining to a perfect knowledge of God ?** If the 
former, we must be under the necessity of denying Buch a total 
incomprehensibility of the Godhead ; for the very passage cited by 
the Editor declares God to be comprensible not to the Son alone, but 
also to every one who should receive revelation from the Ron ; and 
in John xvi. 16, 17, Jesus ascribes to his disciples a knowledge of 
the Holy Ghost, whom the Editor considers one of the persons of 
Godhead, possessed of the same nature with God. But if the Editor 
understands by the passage he has quoted, the incomprehensibility of 
the real nature of the Godhead, I admit the position, but deny his 
inference that such an incomprehensibility proves the nature of the 
object to be divine, as being peculiar to God alone, for it appears evi- 
dent that a knowledge of the real nature even of a common leafy or' a 
visible star, surpasses human comprehension. The Editor, although 
he filled one page (610) in examining that part of the reply, yet made 
no direct answer to the foregoing question, but repeats his inference 
from these passages, “ that Jesus himself can comprehend the nature 
of the Father, and that his own nature is equally inscrutable ;*’ but 
the verse in question does not convey one or other of these positions. 
As to the first, we find the latter part of the sentence (“neither knoweth 
any man the Father, save the Son, and lie to whomsoever the Son will 
reveal him”) declaring an exception to the general assertion made in 
the former part of it ; (“neither knoweth anv man the Father;*’) that 
is, the Son, and those to whom the Son reveals God. were the only 
individuals that knew the nature of the bather. Would not this 
exception be distinctly contrary bota to the sacred authorities, and to 
common sense; as me scripture declares positively that the nature of 
God is incomprehensible to men? Job xxxiv. 26; “God is great, we 
know him not;” and common sense teaches us every moment, that if the 
real natuie of the works of God is incomprehensible to the human 
intellect, how much more must the nature oi God himself be beyond 
human understanding ! As to the second, if the circumstance of the 
Son's declaring himself (according to the Editor) to be inscrutable m 
nature, be acknowledged as equalizing him with God, similar dec- 
larations by his apostles would of course raise them to the same footing 
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Of eauality with the Deity I John ill. 1 : “Therefore the world 
knoweth us not, bectuse it knew him not,’’ corroborated by John xvu 
■25, " 0 righteous Father, the world hath not known thee," Ac. It is 
'therefore, evident, that neither can an impossibility of comprehending 
■Goa, in any degree, be meant by this passage, the apostles having 
known God by ivvelaiion ; nor can the comprehension ol the real nature 
•of God be understood by it, as such a knowledge is declared to be un- 
Attainable by mankind. The verse in question must be thus understood, 
as the meanina evidently is, “that no one but the Father can fully com* 
oprahend the object and extent of the Son’s commission, and no one 
ibut the Son comprehends the counsels and designs of the Father with 
respect to the instruction and reformation of mankind. It is impossi- 
ble that Jesus can be speaking here of the person and nature of the 
Father, for this he did not, and could not reveal, being essentially 
■incomprehensible. Neither, therefore, does lie mean the nature and 
cereon of the Son. What Christ knew and revealed ‘ was the Father’s 
will corresponding to this, ‘ that which the Father, and the Father 
only, knew, was the nature and extent of the Son’s commission.’ ’’ 
(Improved Version). 

THIRD POSITION. 

As the Editor expressed his opinion that “ Jesus exercised in an 
i independent manner the prerogative of forgiving sin, which is pecu 
liar to God," founding this opinion upon the authority of Mark ii, 5 
Matt ix. 2 , 44 Thy sins be forgiven thee,** I inquired in ray Secom 
Appeal, 44 Does not thiB passage, ( 4 But when the multitude saw it 
.they marvelled, and glorified God who had given such power unt< 
•men, Matt. ix. 8,) convey an express declaration that Jesus was at 
jmuch dependant on God in exercising the power of forgiving sine, 
.and healing the sick, as the other prophets who came forth from God 
before him ?” To which the Editor replies, “We answer, only in 
the opinion of the multitude, who knpw him not, but took him for a 
great prophet.” 

T feel surprised at the assertion of the Editor, that it was the 
(ignorant multitude, who knew not of the nature of Jesus, that made 
.the following declaration 44 who had given such power to men since 
at is the Holy Spirit which speaks by the mouth of the evangelist 
Hatthew saying, ‘ whei. the multitude saw it, they marvelled, and 
gloried God. who had aiven such power unto men." 
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1 wander how die Editor could allow his zeal in support of the 
Trinity eo far to biae his mind, that he has attempted to weaken 
the authority of the holy evangelist, by ascribing his words to the 
ignorant multitude of Jews. I wonder still more, to observe that, 
notwi thstanding the Editor declares the apostles and primitive 
Christians, (whom he does not esteem as persons of the Godhead, but 
admits to be mere men,) to have been possessed of the power of 
pardoning Bins through the influence of Jesus ; yet he ma i n t ai n s the 
opinion, that none, except God, can forgive sins, even through the 
gift of the Deity himself. 

The Editor says, “Not, however, in the opinion of the Scribes, 
who were better acquainted with their own scriptures, and who, 
aithoagh they glorified him not as God, could not restrain themselves 
from acknowledging the display of his Godhead by accusing him of 
blasphemy on that very account.*' 

The Jews were so ill-disposed towards Jesus, that this* is not the 
first instance in which they sought a pretence for destroying him 
under the charge of blasphemy; for in John v. 16, they resolve to 
slay him merely on pretence of his having healed a man on the 
sabbath day, as I noticed before ; and, in chapter xii. 10, 11, they 
came to a determinatiop, under the cloak of religion, to kill him 
m»ii Lazarus also, whom Jesus raised after death, though they knew 
tW many of their prophets raised the dead, without offending God or 
the people. And they also very frequently mistook his meaning. But 
Jesus often forbore to repel their charges, some instances of which I 
have already pointed out As to Jesus’s knowledge of the human 
heart, as far as it respects his divine commission and future judgment, 
and his power of performing miraculous deeds, even sometimes without 
verbal reference to God, having often noticed these matters I not 
recur to them here. 

The Editor denies the apostles having been impressed with a belief, 
that it was the Almighty Father that empowered Jesus to forgive 
and to perform miracles. I therefore refer the Editor to the very phrase, 
"Who had given such power unto men,” and to Acts v. 31, “Him hath 
God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to 
give repentance to Israel, and forgiveness of sine." xiii. 38, “Through 
this man (meaning the Saviour) is preached unto you the forgiveness 
of sins.’’ Do not these verses shew, beyond a doubt, that Jesus 
received from God the power of forgiving sins on sincere repentance ? 

54 
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The Editor makes no direct answer to Luke xxiii. 34, in which 
Jesus prayB to the Father for the pardon of the murder perpetrated by 
the Jews upon him, nor to Luke xi. 4, Matt: vi. 14, which I quoted in 
my Second Appeal. The Editor alludes to the importance of the 
expression, “That thy Son may glorify thee.” But by referring to the 
Scriptures, he will find, similar terms are as common in the language 
of the Jews, in their address to God, as any other expressions of 
reverence for the Deity. 

FOURTH POSITION. 

With a view to substantiate his fourth position, that almighty 
power is claimed by Jesus in the most unequivocal manner, the Editor 
thus comments on the passage, John v. 19 — 36, quoted by me in my 
Second Appeal: “Jesus, when persecuted by the Jews, for having 
healed a man on the sabbath day, said ‘My Father worketh hitherto, 
and I work.’ This provoked the Jews still more, because he had now 
said, that God was his Father, making himself equal with God.” The 
Editor adds, “This observation shews us, that not only the Jews, but 
John himself, understood Christ's calling God his Father, to be making 
himself God” It would have been a correct translation of the original 
Greek, if the Editor had said, “making himseif equal with, or like 
God,” instead of “making himself God” (vide the original Greek;. It 
is obvious, that one's calling another his Father gives apparent ground 
to understand that there is an equality of nature or likeness of 
properties between them, either in quantity or quality of pdwer in 
performing works. But to know what kind of equality or likeness 
should be meant in ch. v. 18, we have luckily before us the following 
texts, in which JesuB declares, that his likeness with God consisted in 
doing what he saw the Father do, and quickening the dead ; avowing 
repeatedly, at the Bame time, his inferiority to and dependence on 
God, in so plain a manner, that the Jews who heard him abstained 
from the measures of persecution that they had intended to adopt, 
although the Saviour continued to call God his Father, through die 
whole of the remaining chapter, in the hearing of the Jews. Nay, 
further, from the whole of his conduct and instructions, so impressed 
were the Jews with his dependence upon and confidence in the 
Father as his God, that when he was hanging on the cross they fixed 
upon this as a ground of taunt and reproach, saying, “He trusted in 
God; let him deliver him no ijf, if he will have him, for he said 
«j itn t bo Son of God.' ” Matt, xxvii. 43. 
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The Editor then proceeds to say, “This (charge equality) Jesus 
neither deni** nor corrects, but adds, ‘The Son can do nothing of 
himself- but what he seeth the Father do,’ which must necessarily be 
the case, if, as our author affirms, the Father and the Son are one in 
will and design. 1 ’ I ask the Editor, whether this be the language of 
one who is Almighty V If the Father and the Son be equally Almighty, 
why should the Son wait until the Father acts, and then imitate him ? 
If a subordinate officer, having been accused of equalizing himBelf with 
his superior, thus declares, “1 cannot march a single step myself — 
but where I see him march, I do march,’* — would this be considered 
an avowal of his equality with his superior ? My readers will be pleased 
to judge. The Editor then says, that “Jesus adds further, ‘For what- 
ever things he doth, these also dot!] the Son likewise a more full 
declaration of equality with the Father cannot be imagined. How 
could the Son do whatsoever the Father doth, if he were not equal to 
him in power, wisdom, truth, mercy, Ac.?” The Editor here omits 
to quote the very next line, “ FOR the Father loveth the Son , and 
sheweth him all things that himself doeth,” in which the preposition 
“for” assigns reasons for the Son’s doing what the Father doth ; i. e. 
since the Father loveth the Son, and sheweth him his works, the Son 
is enabled to do what he sees the Father do. To the Editor’s query, 
“What finite being could understand all that God doth, if shewn him ?” 
I reply, Divine wisdom wiU of course not shew anything to one whor 
it has not previously enabled to comprehend it. How could tl 
following passages escape the memory of the Editor, when he put tl 
question: Amos iii. 7, “Surely the Lord God will do nothings bi . 
revealeth his secret unto his servants the prophets ;” Psalm xxv. 1*, 
“The secret of the Lord is with them that fear him, and he will shew 
them his covenant” ? Did not they understand all that was shewn and 
revealed unto them? If they did, were they, in consequence, all 
infinite beings, as the Editor argues, from this circumstance, Jesus 
is? 

The Editor proceeds to say, “Jesus adds, ‘For as the Father quick- 
eneththe dead, even so the Son quickeneth whom he will.’ Here, 
then, he declares himself equal with the Father in sovereignty of will 
as well as in almighty power.” The Editor again omits a part of the 
sentence which runs thus : “So the Son quickeneth whom he will ; 
FOB the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all judgment 
unto the Son/* Does not the latter part of the sentence shew clearly, 
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that the power which the Son enjoyed in quickening those whom he 
chose, was entirely owing to the commission given him by the Father? 
In order to weaken the force of verse 22, the Editor says, “The 
Father, however, whose it is equally with the son, commits all judg- 
ment to the Son, as the incarnate mediator between Qod and man, 
because he is the Son of Man.” My readers may observe, that if Jesus 
received all power of judging men in his human nature, he must have 
quickened whom he pleased, as the consequence of that power, in 
his human capacity ; how, then, could the Editor infer the deity of 
Jesus from one circumstance (quickening the dead) which entirely 
depends upon another, the power of judging,) enjoyed by him in his 
human nature ? Lest it should be supposed that individual instances 
of the dead being raised by Jesus is here meant, I may just mention 
that he exercised this power in common with other prophets. 

Ab to his assertion, that the work of judging mankind belongs, by 
nature, equally to the Son and to the Father, I only refer the Editor 
to Matt. xix. 28, and Luke xxii. 29, 30, in which the apostles are 
represented as invested with the power of judging the Twelve Tribes 
of Israel, and to 1 Cor. vi. 2, which ascribes the power of judging the 
world to righteous men ; and I hope that the Editor will be convinced, 
from these authorities, that the “ work of judging mankind ” does 
not belong, by nature, to the Son and to the Father.*’ He introduces, 
in the course of this argument, John viii. 58, and Rev. i. 8, which 1 
have often examined in the preceding pages. 

He at last comments on verse 23, “ That all men should honour 
the Son as they honour the Father,” saying, that “ to this glorious 
declaration of the Son’s Godhead, our author merely objects, that t.hi* 
means likeness in nature an^ quality, and not in exact degree of 
honour. But what are the nature and quality of the honour paid to 
God the Father ? Divine honour of the highest kind and such as 
can be given to no creature.” The phrases, “ to honour God, and to 
adore God,” are used in quite different senses ; the latter being 
peculiarly applicable to God, but the former generally implying only 
such manifestation of reverence as one may bestow on his father, or 
on another worthy of respect. Mai. i. 6 : “ A son honoureth his 
father, and a servant his master : if then I be a Father , whore is mine 
honour, Ac. ? ” Here God requires the same kind of honour to be 
paid him as is due to a father. Does God here bring himself, in 
consequence, to a level with a parent ? 1 Sam. ii. 30 : “ But now the 
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bud with, Be it far from me : for them that honour rr.t*, 1 will 
honour.” — Here the manifestation of honour between God and men 
is reciprocal; but in an y sense whatsoever, no worship can be 
reciprocally offered by God and his creatures. The Editor again 
advances, that “ the fact is, that this phrase 1 at, ’ really refers to 
degree as well as to nature ; see Matt. xx. 14 : ' I will give unto this 
last oven as unto thee,’ that is, precisely as much as one penny.” I 
deny the accuracy of this rule of the Editor, since “ as,” in almost 
all instances, refers either to degree or nature, or to some kind of 
resemblance, a few of which I shall here notice. Gal. iv. 14, Paul 
sayB to the Galatians. “ But received me at an angel of God, even at 
Christ Jesus.” Did Paul permit the Galatians to receive him with 
precisely the same kind of honour, both in kind and degree, sb was 
due to Christ Jesus ? Matt. x. 25 : “ It is enough for the disciple 
that he be as his master, and the servant as his Lord,” &c. Did 
Matthew mean here precise equality in kind and degree, between a 
disciple and his master, and a servant and his Lord ? xix. 19 : “ Thou 
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself ” Did the Saviour mean here, 
that precisely the same quality and degree of love, which one entertains 
towards himself, should be entertained towards others ? Gen. iii. 22 : 
“Behold the man is become as one of us.” Did Adam then become, both 
in nature and degree, equally wise with the Omniscient God ? Now, 
my readers will judge whether or not such a phrase as “men should, 
or may, honour the Son as they honour the Father,” equalizes the Son, 
in nature and degree, with the father. As to the verse above-quoted, 
(Matt. xx. 14), it implies sameness in degree, and not necessarily 
sameness in kind, for die same sum maybe given in different, currency. 
The Editor quotes Heb. iii. 3, 4 , in order to shew “in what sense the 
Prophet to be Bent was like Moses.” As I examined this verse in page 
365, 1 will not recur to it again. I only remind the Editor of Dent, 
xviii. 15, 18, where he will perceive in what sense Jehovah himself 
drew a likeness between the Saviour and Moses, which passage is 
repeated in Acts iii. 22, and also of St. Matthew xvii. 3, as well as 
of Mark ix. 4 , wherein they express a wish to manifest the same 
reverence to the Saviour as to Moees and Elias ; but it is quite optional 
with the Editor to treat Moses in any manner he pleases. 

In answer to his inquiry. “Why should it offend our authoi, that 
when the Son, for the suffering of death, took upon him the form of a 
servant, Ac., ?” my reply .is, that it does not offend me in the least ; but 
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I must confess, that such an expression as “when God, for the suffering 
of death, took upon him the form of a servant,” seems to me very 
extraordinary, as my idea of God is quite at variance with that of a 
being subjected to death and servitude. 

The Editor overlooked several other passages, quoted by me, among 
which there was Matt. x\. 23: “To sit on my right hand, and on mv 
left, is not mine to give, but to them for whom it is prepared or my 
Father.” 

He pet haps hesitated to rely on the sophistry used by the orthodox, 
that Jesus denied being possessed of almighty power only inhisnuman 
capacity. The Editor, it is possible, perceived, that as the gift of all 
power to Jesus, mentioned in Matt, xxviii. 18, is explained by the 
orthodox of his human capacity ; the denial ot almighty power could 
not, therefore, be understood ot that very human nature in which he is 
said to have possessed it. 

FIFTH FOBITION. 

The Editor says, that “our author’s objections to the fifth position, 
that Jesus’s having all judgment committed to him, proves his om- 
niscience, have been so fully met already, that scarcely anything 
remains to be added.” 

In answer to which, T have only to say, that, the arguments adduced 
by the Editor having been previously noticed, it is therefore left to my 
readers to examine them, and to come to a determination whether they 
tend to prove the omniscience of the Son or not. The Editor, however, 
adds here, that omniscience is essential to the act of judging mankind. 
As I have already dwelt much on this subject in the preceding para- 
graph, I beg to refer my readers to them, wherein they wdl find that 
the Son’s knowledge of the events of this world extends no farther 
than as respects the office of judging mankind ; that others are declared, 
to be vested with the power o f judging the world as well as the Ken ; 
and that the Son positively denies his omniscience in Mark xiii. 32. 
The Editor concludes by saying, that “his (Father's) giving him 
4 to have life in himself,’ refers wholly to his being the mediator 
in human flesh.” It settles the question at once, that whenever 
amhin whatever capacity Jesus is declared to have had life, he had 
it a gift, of the Father ; and the object of our inquiry and reverence 
is the Son endowed with 111c, and not one destitute of it. 
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SIXTH POSITION. 

The Editor begins by observing, that “ to the sixth position, that 
Jesus accepted worship due to God alone, our author objects, 
* That the word ‘ worship,' both in common acceptation and scriptural 
writings, is used sometimes as implying an external mark of religious 
reverence paid to God, and at other times as signifying merely the 
token ot civil respect due to superiors ; that those who worshipped 
Jesus did not believe him to be God, or one of the three persons of 
the Godhead ; and Jesus, in his acknowledged human capacity, never 
prayed to himself, or directed his followers to worship or pray to him.* 
Granting that ‘worship’ in Englii;., aDd wporruri'tw in Greek, are 
sometimes used to denote civil respect, and that the worship paid by 
the servant to his mastei , Matt xviii. 26, and by the people to David, 
meant merely civil respect, still the position is not touched ih the 
least degree.” The reason which the Editor assigns for this position 
not being touched, is, that “ whether the blind man, the lepers, the 
mariners, and others, knew what they did in worshipping Jesus, is not 
so much the question, as whether Jesus knew ; for if he suffered 
them, even through ignorance, to yield him divine worship, when 
Peter did not suffer it in Cornelius for a moment, unless he were 
God, he must have had less discernment or less piety and concern 
for the Divine honour than bis own disciples.” P. 618. 

As the Editor agrees that the term “ ‘ worship, in English’ and 
jrpoorxvvfw in Gieek, are sometimes used to denote civil respect,” 
it is of course necessary to ascertain whether the blind man, 
Ac., knew what they did in worshipping Jesus: that is, whether 
they meant to bestow civil re- peet, or to offer religious reverence. 
But from all the local cm u'stanc^ which I pointed out in the 
Secoud Appeal, It is evident that they, „s well as Jesus, knew 
that they were manifesting civil respect only by worshipping 
frim , in the same way as it is evident, from the circumstances 
of David’s not declining to receive worship from the people and 
Daniel from king Nebuchadnezzar, that the people and king in- 
tended merely civil respect to them. As to Peter’s rejection 
of the worship offered him by Cornelius, it may easily be acconntea 
for, since, as Jesus was endowed with the power of knowing things 
connected with his divine commission, so Peter had the knowledge of 
secret events concerning his apostolic duty. From the language 
which the blind man and others used, and from his knowledge of 
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their thoughts, the Saviour, like other ancient prophets, gave a tacit 
consent to the worship (or, properly speaking, civil reverence) offered 
by them : while Peter rejected the worship offered him by ComeliuB r 
knowing that he meant it &b an external mark of religious reverence, 
which was due to God alone, as is evident from the language of Peter, 
“ I myself am a man.” Having already noticed the exclamation of 
Thomas I shall not recur to the subject in thiB place. 

The Editor says, “ Was Stephen (ignorant) when he committed to 
him his departing soul in language similar to that in which Christ 
on the cross had committed his spirit to the Father ?” 

The language of Stephen alluded to by the Editor, and that of 
Christ, bears little resemblance. Among the many expressions attri- 
buted to Jesus on the cross, none of them resemble the invocation 
of Stephen, except that given in Luke xxiii. 46, “ Father, iuto thy 
hands I commend my spirit;” which is natural for every human, 
being having any idea of God, or feelings of devotion on the approach 
of death. Stephen’s exclamation (Acts vii. 59, “ Lord Jesus, receive 
my spirit”) was merely an application to Jesus in preference to 
the angels of death, whom he expected to receive his soul and 
convey it to the bosom of the Divinity. The notion of angeb of 
death receiving and conveying away the spirit at the time of dissolu- 
tion, is familiar to the Jews, in common with other Eastern nations, 
as appears from their traditions, and from Prov. xvi. 14, “ The wrath 
of a king is as messengers ” (in the Hebrew, properly, “ angels”) “ of 
death” — i. e. in a despotic country, the displeasure of the tyrant is 
equivalent to death. From Stephen’s saying, that he saw “ the 
Son of Man standing on the right hand of God,” we may easily 
perceive the notion which he had formed of the nature of Jesus 
Christ. 

As to Christ’s offering prayers and worship to the Father, and 
directing his apostles to do so, the Editor attributes them to the “ state 
of humiliation in which his infinite love to sinners had placed him.” 
If Jesus deemed it necessary, in hi& human capacity, to offer up pray- 
ers, thanksgiving, and worship, to God the Father alone, notwith- 
standing he was filled bodily with God the Son, (according to the 
Editor,) and to direct his apostles to follow his example, is it not 
incumbent upon us also, in following his pattern, to thank, pray to 
and worship the Father alone, as long as toe are human ? But the 
tru th is that the assertion of the Editor, attributing Christ’s devotion 
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towards God to his human nature, is entirely unsupported by scrip- 
tural authority 

The Editor further sayB, that if Jesus were nol God the apostles, 
the primitive saints, and the angels in heaven, would be guilty of 
idolatry, and the Eternal Father of encouraging it. 

To quit the Father and Jesus Christ of the charge of encouraging 
idolatry, and the apostles, and the saints, and the angels, of the sm of 
idol worship, it suffices to quote Matthew iv. 10, A vr navy Aarpcvu «t? 
“ Him only shall thou serve.” This commandment of the Father of 
the universe, to be found in Deut. vi. 13, repeated and communicated to 
Christians by the most exalted among the prophets (who enjoins reli- 
gious adoration to be offered to the Father alone) sufficiently vindicates 
God and his Christ from the above charge. The apoBtles bo strictly 
observed this divine communication through their Master, under the 
Christian dispensation, that, throughout the whole New Testament, 
they applied exclusively to Ood alone this verb, Aarp«(/u>, (rendered in 
the English version “ to serve”) and not once to Jesus, or to any other 
being in any book of the New Testament ; while, on similar occasions, 
they used for him or others the verbs &nAcvu> or SutMovcw, rendered 
also in the English version M to serve", which tends no less to vindicate 
them. They further pronounce those who serve (from the verb 
knrpeuw) any one except God, to be rebels and idolaters, — Rom. 
i. 25 ; Acts vii. 42. I now entreat the Editor to examine the subject, 
and, by following the example of the apostles and primitive saints, 
glorify a religion intended to be raised far above the debasement of 
idolatry 

THE SEVENTH AND LAST POSITION. 

The Editor naving attempted to prove the deity of the Bon, and 
the personality of the Holy Ghost, from the circumstance of their 
names being associated with that of the Father of the universe, I 
observed in my Second Appeal, that “ a profession of belief in God 
is unquestionably common to all religions supposed to have been 
founded upon the authority of the Old Testament ; but each is dis- 
tinguished from the other by a public profession of faith in their 
respective founders, expressing such profession in a language that 
may clearly exhibit the inferior nature of those founders to the Divine 
Being, of whom they declare themselves the messengers.” “ The 
Jews claim that they have revelation rendering a belief not in God 
alone, but in Moses also, incumbent upon them. Exod. xiv. 31: 
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1 The people feared the Lord, and believed the Lord, and his servant 
Moses * (to which Jesus also refers in John v. 45, 4 There is one that 
accuseth you, even Moses, in whom ye fruat’). If baptism were ad- 
ministered to one embracing Christianity, in the name of ihe Father 
and Holy Spirit, he would thereby no more become enrolled as a 
Christian than as a Jew or a Mohummudan ; for both of them, in 
common with Christians, would readily submit to be baptized o the 
name of God, or his prevailing influence over the universe.* 1 I after- 
wards added, in the discussion respecting the Holy Spirit, that 44 God 
is invariably represented in revelation as the main object of belief, 
receiving worship ana prayers that proceed from the heart through 
tho first-born of every creature, the Messiah, ( 4 No man cometh unto 
the Father but by me,*) and leading such as worship him in spirit, to 
righteous conduct, and ultimately to salvation, through his guiding 
influence, which is called the Holy Spirit ( 4 When he, the spirit of 
truth, is come, he will guide you unto all truth *) There is, therefore, 
a moral obligation on those who avow the truth of such revelation, 
to profess their belief in God as the sole object of worship ; and in 
the Son, through whom they, as Christians, should offer divine 
homage ; and also in the holy influence of God t from which they 
should expect direction in the paths of righteousness, as the conse- 
quence of their sincere prayer and supplication. For the same reason 
also, in publicly adopting this religion, it is proper that those who 
receive it should be baptized in the name of the Father, who is 
the object of worship ; of the Son, who ia the mediator; and of 
that influence by which spiritual blessings aie c*mveyed to man- 
kind, designated in scripture as the Comforter, Spint of Truth, or 
Holy Spirit ” And to prove the errm* of the idea that the association 
of names of individuals with that of ( Jod, in a religious profession 
or belief, which ib more essential than any external maik of profession, 
could identify or equalize those indiv ntuals with God, 1 quoted, Excxl. 
xiv. 31, which I have just repeated, and 2 Chron. xx. 20, “Jehoshaphat 
stood and said, Hear me, O Judah, and ye inhabitants of Jerusalem ; 
believe in the Lord your God, so shall ye be established , believe his 
Prophets, so shall ye prosper,” -wherein the names of Moses and the 
Prophets of God are associated with that of the Deity. Besides, I 
observed to the Editor, that “fire worshippers, for instance, insisting 
on the literal sense of the words, in example of the Keveiend Editor, 
might refer to that text in the 3rd chanter of Matthew, repeated in 



TO THE CHRISTIAN PUBLIC. 


859 


Luke iii. 16* in whidh it is announced that Jesus 4 will baptize with 
the Holy Ghost and with fire ; 1 and they might contend; dial if 
the association* in the rite of baptism* of the names of the son 
and Holy Ghost with that of the Father be supposed to prove 
their divinity* f it is clear that hire also, being associated with the 
Holy Ghost in the Bame rite, must likewise be considered as a 
part of the Godhead.” lie keeps all these arguments out of view, 
and, according to his usual mode of reasoning, repeats again in 
his reply what he thought the purport of Heb. i. 10* Rev. ii. 29, 
and has recourse ag tin to the angel of Bochim, Ac., which, having no 
relation to the subject in question, and having been often examined 
m the preceding pages, I shall pass by here. His only remark con- 
cerning tliis last position is, that 44 had the passage ” (respecting belief 
in God and his servarit Moses) u quoted from Exod. xix. 31 , been that 
formulary, instead of being a part of a narrative, the omission in the 
baptismal lite of the clause ‘his servant*’ would have been fatal to 
his objection. If, then, the phrase ‘his servant,' marks the inferior 
nature of this messenger of God, the ornissi m of it in the circumstan- 
ces j ust mentioned, (inavoidably proves the equality of the lather 
and the Son,” Ac. In the first place, it is too obvious to need 
proof, that every circumstance mentioned m the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, even in the form of narrative if approved of God, is worthy 
of attention, though not stated in the formulary of a religious rue 
But, in the second place, the passage quoted by me ftom 2 Chronicles, 
is a commandment enjoining belief in God and fu6 Prophets, even 
with the omission, so much desired by our Editor, ot the term “his 
servants Does this formulary, I ask, with the omission of the term 
“ his servants prove the equality of the Father and the Prophets, 
from the circumstance of their being associated with God in a solemn 
religious injunction ? 

In the third place, the term 44 Son, ’ equally with the word “iicrvant, 
denotes the inferiority of Jesus as plainly as any expression intended 
to denote inferiority can possibly do. But the Editoi says, that“n* vor 
was there a more humble begging oi the question th«iu the assertion 
that the epithet 4 Son ’ ought to be understood and admitted by e ry 
one as expressing the created nature of Christ ; — Why ought it. thus 
to be understood and admitted ?” I answer, because common sense 
tellB ub that a son, as well as a servant, must be acknowledged to be 
inferior to his tamer or master. Again, we find David called the 
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son of God, Solomon the Son of God, Adam the Son of God, and, in 
abort, the whole children of Israel denominated eons of God, yet re- 
presented in scripture as inferior to God their Father ; nay, more- 
over, Jesus the Son of God positively declares himself to be inferior 
to his Father, — “ My Father is greater than I.” 

Our Editor puts again another query, (p. 622,) “ Can he ever 
prove that among men a son must be of a nature inferior to his 
father ?” I reply by putting another question to him : Can the Editor 
ever prove, that among men a servant must be of a nature inferior 
to his master ? If he cannot, are we to suppose Moses, a servant of 
God, equal in nature with the Deity ? The fact is, that among men a 
servant, a son, and a grandson, are of the same nature with their 
masters, or fathers ; but when creation is not effected in the ordinary 
course of nature, there need not be, and is not, an identity of nature 
between one who is called father, and" another called son ; so when 
service is performed by men to others not of their own kind, oneness 
of nature is not necessarily found between the servant and the person 
served. 

The Editor concludes the proposition, saying that 44 Our author 
declines renewing the subject relative to Christ’s declaration, 4 Lo, 1 
am with you always, even to the end of the world’, which, however, we 
are not aware he has ever yet discussed.” The fact is, in examining 
Matt, xviii. 20, 44 For where two or three are gathered together in my 
name, there am I in the midst of them,” which the Editor quoted to 
establish the ubiquity of the Son, I inquired in my Second Appeal, “Is 
it not evident that the Saviour meant here, by being in the midst of 
two or three of his disciples, his guidance to them when joined 
together in searching for the truth? We find similar expressions 
in the Scr; x res. wherein the guidance of the Prophets of God is 
also meant by w ords that would imply their presence.” Luke xvi. 
29 : 14 Abraham said unto him They have Moses and the prophets, 
let them hear them.” And upon the Editor’s quoting Matt, xxviii. 
20, 44 1 am with you dways, even to the end of the world,” in all 
probability to establish the ubiquity of Jesus, I said in my Second 
Appeal, 44 1 will not renew the subiect, as it has been already dis- 
cussed in examining the first position having shewn there that, 
by the presence of Christ and that of other Prophets that jnay be 
observed m any part of the Bible, their spiritual guidance should be 
understood. My readers, therefore, may judge whether or not the 
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purport of the last- mentioned verse is connected with the subject *ii*- 
cussed m examining the first position. I entreat the Editor, however, 
to reflect on the last phrase of the verse in question, i. e. 14 always to 
the end of the world,” which, so far from evincing Christ’s eternal 
existence, implies that his influence over his disciples extended only 
to the end of the world, when he shall be himself subject to the 
Father of the universe, 1 Cor. xv. 28. 



CHAPTER VI. 

On the Holy Spirit and other subject s. 

I EXi'Kh'WUt my surprise, iu my Second Appeal, at the Editor’s 
having “ noticed, in so short and abrupt a manner, the question pf the 
personality and deity of the Holy Ghost, although the Editor esteems 
the Son and the Spirit as equally distinct persons of the Godhead.” 
I teel now still moie surprised to observe, that the Editor, in hia 
present review also has noticed, iu the same brief manner, the 
personality of the Holy Ghist ; as, while he fills more than a hundred 
pages in support of the deity of the second person, he has not allowed 
oveu a single page to the question of the third. He, at the same 
time, overlooks almost all the arguments I have advanced against Ills 
leeble attempt to prove the personality and deity of the Holy Spirit, 
and iu many other places of the Second Appeal The Editor, how- 
ever, first says, that “ If he in whom dwelt all truth, ha:, declared him 
(the Holy Ghost, in Matt xxviii. ID) to be as distinct in person, and 
as worthy of worship and adoration, as the Father and himself, no 
further evidence is needed either to his personality or Godhead." 
Had the Editor thought the quotation of a single verse a sufficient 
excuse for avoiding the discussion of the personality of the Holy 
Ghost, he might have, on the same ground, omitted to discuss the 
subject of the deity of Jesus Christ, by noticing, in like manner, a 
single verse of scripture, which he considered as a proof of the divine 
liatuie of the Son, and thus saved me the trouble of a long -contro- 
versy. If the association of names, in a religious rite, were to be 
admitted as a proof of the personality of the Holy Spirit, the power 
of God, another divine attribute, should be considered God himself, 
it being also mentioned jointly with the Holy Spirit in the rite of 
Unction (Acts x. 38) ; and Fire also should be supposed to be a 
distinct person of the Godhead, because we find Fire associated with 
the Holy Ghost, in the Bame rite of baptism, as I before observed 
(Luke iii. 16) ; but I shall not recur to this subject, having fully 
examined it. 

Notwithstanding my plain declaration, in the Second appeal, that 
“ with respect to the Holy Ghost, I must confess my inability to find 
a tingle pauage in the whole Scriptures, in which the Spirit is 
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addressed as God, or &b a person of God, ho as to Afford believers of 
the Trinity an excuse for their profession of the Oodheati of the 
Holy Ghost,” the Editor thought it advisable not to dwell on the 
subject, and only observes, 41 Wete it needful, indeed, a rich fulness 
of scripture .proof could be adduced respecting the Holy Spirit, as 
well as the Ron ; but the selection of a few passages will be quite 
sufficient.” These are ‘s follows . the first are from the Gospel of 
St John, xvi. Id, 20; xvi 8. 11; and the last are from Acts x. 20, 
and xii 2 The Editor here overlooks entirely what I stated in the 
Second Appeal, on fhis very point ; this is, if from tho consideration 
of such expressions as, “ God will send the Holy Spirit,*' 44 The Holy 
Spirit will teat'll you ” The Holy Spirit will reprove the world,” 14 The 
Holy Spirit will glorify me,” the Spirit be acknowledged a separate 
person of the Deitv, what would the Editm say of other attributes, 
such as mercy, wrath, truth, &c , which are also, in a similar manner, 
pesonilied in various instances'' Psalm Ivii. M > . 44 God shall send 
forth his mercy and truth ” lxxxv “Mercy and truth are met 
together ; righteousness and peace have hissed each other, lxxxix. 
14 : “ Mercy and truth shall go before thy face. ” xciv 18 : 44 My foot 
slippoth ; Thy Mercy, 0 Lord, held me up. ” 44 Thv mercy, 0 Lord, 

is in the heavens. ” 44 For there i* wrath gone out from the Lord,” 
(Numb. xvi. 4(5.) 

In the course of citing the above verses of John and Acts, the 
Editor quotes Acts v. 3 : “ Why hath Satan filled thine heart to lie 
to the Holy Spirit?” 4. “ Thou hast not lied unto men but unto God 
whence he concludes, that he that lieth to the Holy Spirit lietli to 
God, and, consequently, the Spirit is God On this inference i have 
already observed, in my former Appeal, that any sin or blasphemy 
against one of the attributes of God, in, of course, accounted a sin 
or blasphemy against God himseli. But this admission amounts 
neither to a recognition of the self-existence of the attribute, nor of 
its identity with God. I then referred the editor to Matt. x. 40, 
“ He that receivetli me and now I beg his attention to 1 Cor. viii. 
1?, 44 But when ye sin so against the brethren, and wound their weak 
conscience, ye sin against Christ ” Do these passages identify or 
equalize the apostles of Jesus, with himself ? Nothing but early 
acquired and long established prejudices can prevent any literary 
character from perceiving such a gross error. As to Acts x. 20, if 
the speaker be admitted, according to the Editor, as a separate person, 
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he must then be identified either with the Bpirit of Cornelius, who 
had actually sent the three men mentioned in ver. 19, as is evident 
from ver. 8, or with the angel of God, who ordered Cornelius to send 
them to Peter, (ver. 5,) a conclusion which would not, after all, 
suit the purpose of the Editor. I entreat the Editor to take notice, 
at least, of some of my arguments against the personality of the 
Holy Spirit, mentioned in Chapter vi. of the Second Appeal or, if 
he declines adventuring on this point of theology, let him candidly 
reduce the supposed persons of the Godhead from a Trinity to 
Duality, and this point being gained, I may then continue my efforts 
•with renewed hope of reducing this Duality to the everlasting and 
indivisible Unity. 

The Editor concludes his Essay with saying, (p. 624.) “ The deity 
and the personality of the Son and the Tfoly Spirit being established, 
the doctrine of the ever-blessed Trinity needs no further confirma- 
tion : it follows of course. We shall, therefore, close our testimonies 
form Scripture, by laying before our readers three passages, which 
bring the sacred Three full into view. The first we select from Isaiah 
xlviii. 13, in which one is introduced who previously declares, 1 My 
hand also hath laid the foundation of the earth,’ &c., and whom, 
therefore, we are at no loss to recognize. He, however, declares, 
verse 16, ‘and now the Lord God and his Spirit hath sent me.’ ” 
Now, supposing the person who declares himself, in verse 16, to 
have been sent by the Lord God and his Spirit is one of the persons 
of the Godhead, whose hand hath laid the foundation of the earth, 
according to the Editor : this admission would be. so far advantageous 
to the cause of the Editor, as respects the plurality of persons in the 
deity ; but it would be totally fatal to his grand object, since it would 
substitute Isaiah as a divine person, in the place of Jesus Christ. 
Isaiah the prophet is the grand speaker throughout the whole of his 
book ; who declares himself often to have been sent by God as a 
messenger to Israel. He often speaks abruptly in behalf of God, as if 
God were speaking himself in the course of his own discourse, as I 
noticed previously, and sometimes again he suddenly introduces his 
own sentiments, while he is announcing the words of Jehovah, without 
making any distinction. I mention here only a few instances. Isaiah 
lxiii. 6 : “ I will tread down the people in mine anger, and make 
them drunk in my fury, and I will bring down their strength to 
the earth.” (7.) “I will mention tho loving-kindness of the Lord, 
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and the praises of the Lord, according to all that the Lord hath 
beBtowed on ua.” Does not the Prophet introduce himsdf , in verse 7 f 
most abruptly, while speaking himself in behalf of God, in verse 6 ; 
Ch, I. i : “I clothe the heavens with blackness, and I make Backcloth 
their covering.” (4.) “The Lord God hath given me the tongue of the 
learned, that I should know how to speak a word in season to him 
that k weary,” &c. Here the Prophet introduces himself, in verse 4, 
in the same abrupt manner, without intimation of any change of 
person. 

I now cite the context of the very verse of Isaiah quoted by the 
Editor, to enable my readers to judge how far “it brings the sacred 
1 hree fully into view.” (14.) “All ye (the inhabitants of Judah) assemble 
3 ourselves, and hear ; who among them (Israel) hath declared these 
ihings? The Lord hath loved him (Cyrus 0 of Persia, the conqueror 

Pahylon). He (the Lord) will do his pleasure on Babylon , and his 
shall be on the Chaldeans.” (15.) “I, even I, have spoken ; yea, I 
hr\e called him , (Cyrus,) I have brought him, and he shall make his 
wa\ prosperous.” (16.) “Come ye near unto me, (says the Prophet,) 
hcpr ye this, T have not spoken in secret from the beginning ; from the 
hme that it was, there am T . (that is, from the first time of these events :) 
au<’ now the Lord God and his Spirit hath sent me.” (17 ) Expressions 
similar to the phrase, “From the time that it was, there am I,” are 
<»ftou used by the Prophets. Vide Jer. i. 5 : “And before thou earnest 
forth out of the womb, I sanctified thee, and I ordained thee a Prophet 
unto tiie nations,” And so Isaiah xlix. 1. No one, I presume, that 
ever read, even with common attention, the book of Isaiah, (in which 
speakers are introduced without any distinction, more frequently than 
in the other scriptural books,) would attempt to prove the Trinity. or 
the Deity of Jesus Christ, from the passage quoted by the Editor, 
unless he is previously biassed by some human creed, and thereby 
absolutely prevented from comparing impartially one passage with the 
other. 

The Editor perhaps' means the personality and the deity of the 
Holy Spirit by the phrase, “The Lord God and his Spirit hath sent 

• Iwiiah xliv. 7 : “And who as I, shall tall and flhall declare it ?" Ac. (28) “That 
«aith of Cyrus, He U my shepherd, and Bhall perform all my pleasure.’ 1 xlvi. 11 : “ Calling 
a ravenouH bird from the cast, the man that executeth my counsel from a far country : y<• **. 

I have spoken it, 1 will also bring it to pass ; I have purposed it, I will also do it. 1 
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me,’t (verse 16), seemingly representing the Spirit of God as a 
co-operator with himself. He might, in that case, on the same 
ground, endeavour to establish the personality and the deity oi 
Righteousnets, another attribute of the Deity, as being represented 
with God as an agent in Isaiah lix. 16, “ Therefore his arm brought 
salvation unto him, and his Righteousness, it sustained him.” And 
he might also attempt to prove the personality and deity of the 
breath of God, which is, in like manner, represented as a co-operator 
with the Spirit of God. Job xxxiii. 4 : “ The Spirit of God hath 
made me, and the breath of him hath given life." Is this the 
best of the proofs of the Trinity with which the Editor closes 
his testimonies ? If Buch be his proof, I am at a loss to guess 
what his illustrations will be. The second passage, quoted by the 
Editor, is what I have juBt examined before. The third is, 2 
Cor. xiii. 4, “ The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of 
God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit, be with you all. Amen.” 
Here the apostle prays, that the guidance of JesuB Christ, the love of 
God, and the constant operation of the holy influence of God, may be 
with Christians, since without the guidance of Jesus, no one can be 
thoroughly impressed with the love of the Deity under the Christian 
dispensation, nor can that love of God continue to exist unless 
preserved by divine influence ; a fact which I have demonstrated, in' 
examinin g Matt, xxviii. 19. But what has this passage to do with the 
proof of die deity of Jesus and the personality of the Holy Spirit ? 
Does not Paul call the Philippians partakers of hit own grace ? Phil, 
i. 17. Is not every man pure in heart declared to be possessed of the 
grace of his lips ; that iB, verbal instructions ? Prov. xxii. 11. Is not, 
in Psalm xxiii. 6, the communion of goodness and mercy desired for 
all the days of life ? Can such expressions be also considered as proofs 
of the deity of Paul, or of the personality of these attributes ? I hope 
and pray, the Editor may take all those circumstances into hip serious 

consideration. 

I now examine the remaining few of those passages which I in- 
tended to notice in a subsequent chapter of this Essay. The nrst 
is, Zech. xii. 10, "In that day they shall look upon me wnom they 
have pierced,” compared with John xix. 37, “They shall look on him 

f In the original Hebrew, the last phrase stands thus ; “The Lord Jehovah hath sent 
me and his Spirit/' which hear two constructions ; first, “The Lord Jehovah hath sent me, 
and hath sent his Spirit." The seoosd is “The Lord Jehovah and his Spirit hath seat me." 
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whom they pierced.” To shew the error in the translation of the verse 
in the English version, I quoted in my Second Appeal, the verwe m the 
original Hebrew, and a translation thereof from the Arabic Bible and 
another from the Septuagint, with a literal English translation, which 

1 repeat : “And they shall look toward me on account of him whom 
they have pierced.” But in order to destroy the validity of the Arabic 
Bible and that of the Septuagint, the Editor says, that “the Greek and 
Arabic versions are nothing to the original text itself.” I perfectly 
agree with him t in this assertion, but I am convinced, that the Editor 
must be better acquainted than myself with the prevailing and 
continued practice among Christian theologians, to have recourse to 
the versions, especially to the Septuagint, when a dispute arises in the 
interpretation of any text of the Old Testament, and to give preference 
to the authority of the Septuagint, even over that of Jerome’s, 
which the Editor quotes in opposition to the Arabic and Greek 
versions. 

As to the original text, the Editor first observes, that “ as to the 
particle eth t which the best Hebrew grammars define a particle 
marking the accusative case governed by active verbs, or an emphatic 
particle denoting the very thing itself.” I therefore think it proper 
to quote Parkhurst’ s opinion on the particle eth, from his Hebrew 
Lexicon, that my readers may judge whether or not the above rule, 
laid down by the Editor, is founded upon good authority. Parkhurst 
(p. 48) : “ The Lexicons say, that when joined with a verb, it {eth) de- 
notes the accusative case, if the verb be active ; see Gen. i. 1 and al. 
freq., but the nominative , if the verb be passive or neuter , Gen. xxvii. 
45 ; Deut. xx. 8 : Josh. vii. 15, &c., al. freq. But, in truth, it is the 
sign of no particular case, that distinction being unknovm in Hebrew. 
See Josh. xxii. 17 ; Ezek. xxxv. 10; Numb. x. 2; 1 Sam. xvii. 34; 

2 Sam. xv. 23; Neh. ix. 19, 34; 2 Kings vi. 5.” Parkhurst 
gives also the second meaning of this particle — “ 2, with , to, 
towards, Exod. i, 1. Deut. vii. 8.” which the Editor also partially 
admitB. 

The fact is, this particle denotes an accusative case as well as other 
cases, and also stands for the English prepositions, “ with,” “ for,” 
“ towards,” &c., and therefore, the verse in question, as it is found 
in our Hebrew copies of the Old Testament should indisputably be 
thus read, in consistence with its context, 31 : “ And they shall 
look towards me, for (or on account of) him whom they have 
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pierced,” or “ They shall look upon me with him whom they have 
pierced.* - 

The Editor quotes, to my great surprise, (in page 546,) some verses 
in which the particle requires an accusative case, and conse- 
quently, no preposition “ for,” “ to,” or “ with,” can be properly 
placed. But I beg to ask the Editor, how he can turn the following 
verses to his purpose, wherein no accusative case after the particle 
can be at all admitted ? Exodus i. 1 : “ Now these are the names of 

the children of Israel, which came into Egypt ; every man and his 
household came with Jacob” Would the Editor thus render the 
particle here requiring an accusative case, — “ every man and his 
household came Jacob ” ? Would the verse in this case bear any 
sense? Gen. xliv. 4: TiJ>n HN ’{MS’* DH “They were gone out 
of the city.” There the particle stands for “ out of,” or “ from,” iv. 
1: “I have gotten a man from the Lord.” Here the preposition 
“ from” is substituted for this very Hebrew particle. In Deut. vii, 8, 
we have Qin« HlIT’ rOD^D O literally, “on account of the 
love of God for you,” though thus rendered in the English version, 
« Because the Lord loved you.”t 

In the course of examining this subject, the Editor quotes, “Thy 
throne, 0 Jehovah, is for ever and ever.” I shall feel obliged, if he 
will kindly let me know from what book of the Old or New Testament 
he has selected this verse, containing the term “Jehovah,” in the first 
part o£ the text. 

As to my remarks on Zech. xiii. 7, “ Awake, 0 sword, against my 
shepherd, and against the man that is my fellow, saitli Jehovah of 
hosts; smite the shepherd, and the sheep shall be scattered,’ - the 
Editor agrees partly with me ; saying, “ No one doubts that the 

* Newcomereuds, “ And they s'-ull look on him whom they pierced.” Hie note on 
thiB translation is as follows: “On him] Thirty-six MSS. and two ed. read ; 

three other MSS. read so originally ; six perhaps read so ; six read so now ; and eleven 
ha Ve in the margin, as Keri And yet nn me, may tie traced in (he ancient 

vprsionB and Chald Vbw was also noted as a various lection by R. Saadias, who lived 
about the year 900 See Kenn. dies. gen. § 43. 1 Citant Talmud et R Saadias 

Haggaioq. Poc. Append, in Mai* Seeker. Dr. Owen shews that Ignatius, Justin Martyr, 
Irennus, Tertjdlian, and Barnabas favour the reading of Yyjtf Inquiry— Sept. Version, 
Sect. iv.” 

t Archbishop Seoker, in Newcome, has the following remark : “ Potest 
notare eo quod , utvertunt 6 ch. vel quern. ^ Vide Nold. Et sic post Dativum adhibetur 
Jar. xxxviii. 9.” 
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Saviour placed himself in subjection to the Father, when he condes- 
cended to become subject to death.” He, however, wishes to prove the 
deity of Jesus Christ by the application of the word felloic (JV-DiO to 
him. He here quotes Micah v. 2, “ Whose goings forth were from 
everlasting ; ” and John i. 1, “ And the word was with God,” which have 
no relation to the term r\^D3) or fellow found in the verse in question ; 
and as these quotations of the Editor have been examined in pp. 433, 
448, 1 shall not recur to them in this place. He lastly quotes Park- 
hurst, to shew that JT>D2i “ implies a neighbour, a member of the 
same society." Is not this quotation, defining the Hebrew word 
ra » as “ a neighbour,” directly against the object of the Editor? 
If Christ is represented, either in a real or figurative sense, sb stand- 
ing on the right hawl of the Deity, taking precedence of all those that 
believe in him as the promised Messiah sent from God, would it be 
inconsistent in itself, or an acknowledgment of his deity, to use the 
word rPD3J or neighbour, for Christ ? My readers will observe, from 
the following quotations, that this very term which is rendered 

fellow in the verse in question, is translated 44 neighbour ” by the very 
authors of the English version, in many other instances. Levit. vi. 2, 
44 or hath deceived his neighbour .” The last word is a translation of 
the term xix* 17, 44 Thou shalt in any wise rebuke thy 4 neigh- 

bour^ M or immeetli : eh. xxv. 14, 15. 

The Editor, in speaking of Christ, repeats, now and then, the 
phrase, “ God blessed for ever,” perhaps alluding to Romans ix. 5 
Among all the interpretations given to this text, for or against the 
Trinity, there is the Paraphrase of Locke, of whose name the literary 
world is so justly prou'\ which I here first quote: — “Had the patri- 
archs, to whom the promises were made, for their (the Israelites) fore- 
fathers ; and of them, as to his fleshly* extraction, OhriBt is come, 
he who is over all, God be blessed for ever, Amen,” Secondly, I 
shall cite here some scriptural passages to shew that it was customary 
with Jewish writers to address abrupt exclamations to God while 
treating of some other subjects, that my readers may be convinced 
that the sudden introduction of the phrase, 44 God be blessed for ever, 
in ver. 5, by St. Paul, was perfectly consistent with the style of the 
sacred writings. Psalm lxxxix. 51, 52 . 14 Wherewith thine enemies 
have reproached, 0 Lord; wherewith they have reproached the 

• ViJc v*r the Sid of the lime chapter, in which Paul speaka of Lis “ kinsmen 
according to the flesh** 
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footsteps of thine anointed. Bletted be the Lord for evermore. Amen, 
and Amen." Psalm ciy. 35 : “Let the sinners be consumed out of 
the earth, and let the wicked be no more. Bleee thou the Lord, 0 my 
soul. Praise ye the Lord." 

If St. Paul, in his First Epistle to the Corinthians, and in that 
to the Ephesians, declares positively that the Father is the only 
being who has the right to the epithet “ God,” under the Christian 
dispensation, be could not, as an inspired writer, be guilty of so 
palpable a contradiction as to apply this very epithet to the Christ 
of God, on snother occasion. 1 Cor. viii. 6 : “ But to us (Christians) 
there is but one God the Father.' Epb. i, 17 : “ That the God of out 
Lord Jems Christ, the Father of glory,” &c. iv. 5, 6 : “ One Lord, 
one faith, one baptism : One Ood and Father of all, who is above all, 
through all, and in us all." 

Respecting 1 John v. 20, I beg to refer to the rule laid down by 
Bishop Middleton, (of whom the Editor Bpeaks highly and justly, in 
p. 535,) in his work on the Greek Article, p. 79 : “ When two or more 
attributes joined by a copulative or copulatives, are assumed of the 
same person or thing, before the first attribute the article is inserted ; 
Before the remaining ones it is omitted.” In the passage under 
consideration there are two attributes joined by a copulative, 
and in order to ascertain whether they are assumed of the same 
person, or of different persons, it is only necessary to observe, that 
the article is inserted not only before the first attribute, but also 
before the second, and that, consequently, “ the true God ” is one 
person, and “ the eternal life ” is another. This perfectly corres- 
ponds with the preceding part of the verse, in which “ he that is 
true," and “ his son Jesus Chnst,” are separately mentioned. 

Finding the practice of the primitive Christians, during the first 
three centuries, unfavourable to his sentiments, the Editor prudently 
keeps it out of view altogether, merely observing, (p. 625.) into that 
“ we do not even inquire Paul tells us, that, even in his time, ‘ the 
mystery of iniquity ’ had already begun to work ; and John adds, that 
4 many antichrists ’ had already gone out into the word.” The Editor 
must be well aware that those in whom the mystery of iniquity was 
found, and who were detected as Antichrists, were not in the fellow- 
ship of true Christians, and consequently church histories treat of the 
practice of the latter entirely distinct from that of the former j and 
it is therefore evident, that practice and professions of primitive 
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Christians, who were, generally, the contemporaries of the apostles 
or their disciples, are worthy of inquiry for the regulation of the 
conduct of the Christians of these days. 

As to Mosheim, the Editor says, 41 even Moaheim, suspected as he 
is of being unfavourable to the truth, establishes their faith in Christ’s 
deity in the very passage quoted, p. 187, by our author against this 
doctrine.' 1 It appears from this question, that they, when baptized, 
41 made solemn profession of their confidence in Christ." The Jews, 
as well as almost all the Gentiles, professed their belief in God ; but 
the thing which was required of them by the apostles was, they should 
make profession of confidence in Jesus as the Christ of God, in the 
rite of baptism. If such a profession of confidence in Christ is ad- 
mitted by the Editor as a sufficient acknowledgment of his deity, 
why should he be so hostile to those (whom he Btyles Unitarians) 
who are baptized in the name of Jesus, and also profees their solemn 
confidence in him ? Still further am I surprised that, when the 
apostle John expressly wrote his Gospel to prove 11 that Jesus is the 
Christ, the Son of God," (ch. xx. 31,) the Editor, so far from being 
satisfied with those who receive Jesus in the cliaracter expressed 
by these terms, (“ the Christ, the Son of God,)" in the sense which 
they uniformly bear in the Scriptures, requires them, moreover, 
to believe that Je6us Christ is the very and eternal God, and thus 
not only defeats the object of the apostle, but even contradicts him in 
express language. 

The Editor then proceeds to say, “ Respecting Locke and Newton, 
our reply is precisely the same ; their opinions in divinity are nothing 
to us." The Editor, elated by the general prevalence of the orthodox 
system, affected only by perversions of the sense of the divine writings, 
attempts to turn the authorities of these great men also to hip own 
purpose. 4< If"(sayB he) 44 Locke, as our author affirms, (p. 264) 
really thought that the faith which makes men Christians includes 
their receiving Jesus Christ for their Lord and King, Locke knew that 
this included the belief of his omniscience and omnipresence, as, without 
this, his being their King was only a solemn mockery." The Editor 
prudently quotes here only a part of the sentence of Locke quoted by 
me, which he thought might give him an opportunity of making com* 
ments favourable to his creed ; but it is fortunate for us that his 
works, being written and printed in English, are not liable to much 
critical perversion. Locke sayB, 44 that the believing Jesus to be the 
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Messiah includes in it a receiving him for our Lord and King, PRO- 
MISED AND SENT FROM GOD.” The phrase chosen by that 
celebrated author, “ tent from God," denies the deity of Christ beyond 
doubt, since one sent by another is of course different from him who 
sends him. To avoid every misconstruction being thrown upon his 
d efini tion, Locke chose the term* ‘ God,” instead of any other term* in the 
above phrase, that Jesus might be understood separately from God, with- 
out the least room for the sophistry that might represent him as God ■the 
flop, 6ent from God the Father. We, however, are not at a lose to dis- 
cover what Locke meant by the terms “ Lord and King,” when referred 
to Jesus, as he fully explained them in his Paraphrase on the Epistles 
to the Corinthians. As to the term “ Lord," I refer to the note on 1 Cor. 
i. 2 : " What the apostle means by “ Lord, when he attributes it to 
Christ, vide viii. 6.” Paraphrase on viii. 6 : “ Yet to ub Christians 
there is but one God, the Father and Author of all thingt, to whom 
alone we address all our worship and service ; and one Lord, viz. 
Jesua ChriBt by whom all thingB come from God to ut, and by whom 
we have access to the Father." As to the term “ King," I quote his 
paraphrase on ch. xv, 24, which clearly represents his sovereignty as 
finite : “ After that shall be the day of judgment, which shall bring to 
A conclusion and finish the whole dispensation to the race and poste- 
rity of Adam, in this world : when Christ shall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God the Father, which he shall not do till he hath destroy- 
ed all empire, power, and authority, that shall be in the world besides.” 

The Editor says of Sir Isaac Newton, “ His belief of Christ’s deity 
appears as clear as the light, from our aqthor’s own quotation, when 
he said that Christians of all ages are represented as worshipping God 
and the Lamb.” Newton was too circumspect to leave his word liable 
to perversion by the popular opinion. He explains the sense in which 
Christians worship God, and also the Bense in which they worship 
Jesus — the one.as directly opposed to the other as the West to the 
East. Newton says, “ God for his benefaction in creating all thingt, 
nwd the Lamb for his benefaction in redeeming with his blood : God 
as Bit ing upon the throne and living for ever, and the Lamb exalted 
above all by the merits of his death." The worship offered to the 
latter is therefore merely a manifestation of reverence, as I pointed 
out in p. 481. 

To equalize a being exalted and worshipped for his meritorious 
death, with the eternal Supreme Sovereign of the universe, is only 
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an attempt to bring the nature of the Deity on a level with a mortal 
creature, and by no means serves to elevate that creature to the rank 
of the Deity. If the Editor consider these quotations fn u« Locke 
and Newton really orthodox, how inconsistent he must be in con- 
demning those whose sentiments as to the person of Jesus Christ are 
precisely the same , to wit, that he is the anointed Lord and King 
promised and sent from God, is worthy of worship for his mediation 
and meritorious death, but by no means as a being possessed of a 
two-fold nature, divine and human, perfect God and perfect Man. 

As to my remarks on certain abstruse reasonings resorted to 
by the orthodox, the Editor further says, that he needs them not, 
thereby avowedly relinquishing reason in support of the Trinity; 
but, happily, he asserts at the same time, that “to us the ScriptureB 
are sufficient ” I therefore entreat him to point out a single scrip- 
tural authority, treating of a compound God of three persons and of a 
compound Messiah, one of these three persons, constituted of a two- 
fold nature, divine and human. 

The Editor alludes to the term "antichrists/’ found in the Epistle 
of John ; b it I am glad that we most fortunately are furnished with 
the definition of this term by that inspired writer which decides at 
once the queetion who are the real subjects of its application. 1 
John iv. 3 ■ “Every spirit that confesseth not th&t Jesus Christ 
is come in the flesh, is not of God ; and this is that spirit of anti- 
christ/’ We accordingly rejoice to confess that JesuB Christ, who 
came in the tlesh, is OF GOD, and that nut only he, but his apostles 
also were of God (1 John iv. 6, v. ID) But we feel sincerely for 
those who violate this standard, either by falling short of or going 
beyond it by denying that Jesus Christ is OF GOD, or by affirming 
that Jesus Christ is God himself, since both these assertions, to wit, 
“Jesus Christ is not of God,” and “Jesus Christ is God/’ are equally 
incompatible with John’s proposition, that “ Jesus Christ is OF GOI).” 
For example : The prime minister, by the law of the land, i6 appoint- 
ed by the king, and consequently is acknowledged to be of the king ; 
to say, therefore, that he is not of the king would be to detract from 
the minister’s dignity ; but to say that the prime minister is the king, 
is not only inconsistent with the assertion that the prime minister is 
of the king, but would be pronounced high treason ; in like maimer 
as deifying the Christ of God is both an affront to God and an 
ajtiichriBtian doenne 
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Lastly, I tender my humble thanks for the Editor's kind suggestion 
in inviting me to adopt the doctrine of the Holy Trinity ; but I am 
sorry to find that I am unable to benefit by this advice. After 
I have long relinquished every idea of a plurality of Gods, or 
of the persons of the Godhead, taught under differont systems of 
modern Hindooism, I cannot conscientiously and consistently embrace 
one of a similar nature, though greatly refined by the religious refor- 
mations of modern times ; since whatever arguments can be adduced 
against a plurality of persona of the Godhead ; and, on the other hand, 
whatever excuse may be pleaded in favour of a plurality of persons 
of the Deity, can be offered with equal propriety in defence of Poly- 
theism. 

I now conclude my Essay by offering up thanks to the Supreme 
Disposer of the events of this universe, for having unexpectedly 
delivered this country from the long-continued tyranny of its former 
Rulers, and placed it under the government of the English, — a nation 
who not only are blesfeed with the enjoyment of civil and political 
liberty, but also interest themselves in promoting liberty and social 
happim *s, as well as free inquiry into literary and religious subjects, 
among those nations to which their influence extends. 





Tomb of R«|s Rammoitan Hoy in tkc Cemetery of Arno’s Vale, 
near Bristol. 



A LETTER 0 

ON THE 

PROSPECTS OF CHRISTIANITY 

AND THE MEANS OF PROMOTING ITS RECEPTION IN INDIA. 

Sir, 

With no ordinary feelings of satisfaction I have the honour to 
acknowledge the receipt of your letter of April la6t, which together 
with the queries it enclosed, I had the pleasure of receiving by the 
hands of my friend Captain Heard. I now beg to be allowed, in the 
first place, to express my gratitude for your kind notice of a stranger 
like myseH, residing in a remote country : and, secondly, to return 
my sincere thanks for the most acceptable present of books with 
which you have favoured me. 

I should have answered your letter by the ship Bengal ; but I 
regret to say, that my time and attention had been so much engrossed 
by constant controversies with polytheists both of the West and 
East, that I had only leisure to answer by that opportunity a short 
letter which I had the pleasure of receiving from Mr. Reed of Boston, 
and was obliged to defer a reply to your queries until the present 
occasion. For this apparent neglect I have to request your pardon. 

I have now prepared such replies to those questions as my know- 
ledge authorizes and my conscience permits ; and now submit them 
to your judgment. There is one question at the concluding part of 
your letter, (to wit, “Whether it be desirable that the inhabitants of 
India should be converted to Christianity , in what degree desirable, 
and for what reasons ? ’’) which I pause to answer, as I am led to 
believe, from reason, what is set forth in scripture, that “ in every 
nation he that feareth God and worketh righteoumest is accepted 
with him,” in whatever form of worship he may have been taught 
to glorify God. Nevertheless, I presume to think, that Christianity, 
if properly inculcated, has a greater tendency to improve the moral, 
and political state of mankind, than any other known religious system. 

It is impossible for me to describe the happiness I feel at the 
idea that so great a body of a free, enlightened, and powerful people, 
like your countrymen, have engag ed in puri fyi ng the religion of 

'■> Add reused to the Rev. Henry Ware, of Cambridge fU. S- V.) in reply to a letter 
of hiit. —Ed. 
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Christ from those absurd, idolatrous doctrines and practices, with 
which the Greek, Roman, and Barbarian converts to Christianity 
have mingled it from time to time. Nothing can be a more accept* 
able homage to the Divine Majesty, or a better tribute to reason, than 
an attempt to root out the idea that the omnipresent Deity should 
be generated in the womb of a female, and live in a state of subjuga- 
tion for several years, and lastly offer his blood to another person 
of (he Godhead , whose anger could not be appeased except by the 
sacrifice of a portion of himself in a human form ; 86 no service 
can be more advantageous to mankind than an endeavour to with- 
draw them from the belief than an imaginary faith, ritual obser- 
vances, or outward marks, independently of good works, can cleanse 
men from the stain of past sins, and secure their eternal salvation. 

Several able friends of truth in England have, in like manner, 
successfully engaged themselves in this most laudable undertaking. 
From the nature of her constitution, however, these worthy men have 
not only to contend with the religious prejudices of education in the 
popular corruptions of Christianity ; but are also opposed by all the 
force which the Established Church derives from the abundant 
revenues appropriated to the sustainers of her dogmas. Happily 
for you, it is only prejudice, unarmed with wealth and power, that 
you have to struggle with, which, of itself, is, I must confess, a 
sufficiently formidable opponent. 

Your country, however, in free inquiry into religious truth, excels 
even England, and I have therefore every reason to hope, that the* 
truths of Christianity will soon, throughout the United States, triumph 
over the present prevailing corruptions. I presume to say, that no 
native of those States can be more fervent than myBelf in praying 
for the uninterrupted happiness of your country, and for what I can- 
not but deem essential to its prosperity — the perpetual union of all 
Hie States under one general government. Would not the glory of 
England soon be dimmed, were Scotland and Ireland separated 
from her? ThiB and many other illustrations cannot have escaped 
your attention. I think no true and prudent friend of your,' country 
oonld wish to see the power and independence at present secured to 
all by a general government, exposed to the risk that would follow, 
were a dissolution to take place, and each state left to pursue its own 
resources As Captain Endicott has been kind enough to offer to 
take charge of any parcel that I might 'Wish to send you, I have the 
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pleasure of sending the accompanying publications, of which I beg 
your acceptance. I now conclude my letter with sincere wishes 
for your health and success, and remain, with the greatest regard, 

Yours most obediently, 

RAMMOHUN ROY. 

Calcutta , February 2, 1824. 

“ I. What is the real success of the great exertions irhich are 
making for the conversion of the natives of India to Christianity ?” 

“ II. W7i at is the number and character of converts ?” 

To reply to each of these questions is indeed to enter on a very 
•delicate subject, as the Baptist Missionaries of Serampore determined* 
ly contradict any one that may express a doubt as to the success of 
their labours ; and they have repeatedly given the public to under- 
stand, that their converts were not only numerous but also respeeir 
able in their conduct ; while the young Baptist Missionaries in 
Calcutta, though not inferior to any Missionaries in India in abilities 
and acquirements, both European and Asiatic, nor in Christian zeal 
and exertions, are sincere enough to confess openly, that the number 
of their converts, after the hard labour of six years, does not exceed, 
four ; and in like manner the Independent Missionaries of this 
city, whose resources are much greater than those of Baptists, candidly 
acknowledge, that their Missionary exertions for seven years have been 
productive only of one convert 

To avoid, however, the occasion of a further dispute on this point 
with the Serampore Missionaries I beg to substitute for my answer to 
the above queries, the language of the Rev. Abb6 "Dubois, who, after 
a mission of thirty years in India, is better qualified than I am, to give 
a decided opinion upon these subjects, and whose opinions deserve 
more reliance than those of a private individual who has never engaged 
in Missionary duties. The quotation above alluded to is as follows:— 

41 Question of conversion,— The question to be considered may be 
reduced to these two points : First, is there a possibility of making 
real converts to Christianity among the natives in India ? Secondly, 
Are the means employed for that purpose, and above all, the transla- 
tion of the Holy Scriptures into the idioms of the country, likely to 
conduce to this desirable object? 

“ To both interrogatories I will answer in the negative : it is my 
decided opinion, first that under existing circumstances there i* no 
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human possibility of converting the Hindoos to any sect of Christian- 
ity ; and, secondly, that the translation of the Holy Scriptures circu- 
lated among them, so far from conducing to this end, will, on the 
contrary, increase the prejudices of the natives against the Christian 
religion, and prove, in many respects, detrimental to it. These asser- 
tions, coming from a person of my profession, may to many appear 
bold and extraordinary: I will therefore support them by such 
arguments and proofs, as a long experience and practice in the career 
of proselytism hare enabled me to adduce. 

“ Wben I was at Vellore, four years ago, in attendance on a numer- 
ous congregation living in that place, having been informed that the 
Lutheran Missionaries kept a Catechist or native religious teacher at 
that station on a salary of five pagodas a month, I was led to suppose 
that they had a numerous dock there ; but 1 was not a little surprised, 
when on inquiry I found that the whole congregation consisted of 
only three individuals, namely a drummer, a cook, and a horse- 
keeper. 

“ In the meantime, do not suppose, that those thin congregations 
are wholly composed of converted pagans ; at least half consists of 
Catholic apostates, who went over to the Lutheran sect in times of 
famine, or from other interested motives. 

“ It is not uncommon on the coast to see natives who successively 
pass from one religion to another, according to their actual interest. In 
my last journey to Madras, I became acquainted with native converts, 
who regularly changed their religion twice a year, and who, for a 
long while, were in the habit of being six months Catholic and Bix 
months Protestant. 

“ Behold the Lutheran Mission, established in India more than a 
century ago ; interrogate its Missionaries ; ask them what were their 
successes during so long a period, and through what means were 
gained over the few proselytes they made. Ask them whether the 
interests of their sect are improving, or whether they are gaining 
ground, or whether their small numbers are not rather dwindling 
away? 

“ Behold the truly industrious, the unaffected and unassuming 
Moravian brethren : ask them how many converts they have made in 
India, during a stay of about seventy years, by preaching the Gospel 
in all its naked simplicity : they wHl candidly answer, Not one, not a 
■ingle man. 
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“Behold the Nestorians in Travancore ; interrogate them ; ask 
them for an account of their success in the work of proselytism in 
these modern times ; ask them whether they are gaining ground, and 
whether the interests of their ancient mode of worship is improving : 
they will reply, that so far from this being the case, their congregations, 
once so flourishing, amounting (according to Gibbon’s account) to 
200,000 souls, are now reduced to less than an eighth of this number, 
and are daily diminishing. 

“Behold the Baptist Missionaries at Serampore : inquire what are 
their scriptural successes on the shores of the Ganges ; ask them 
whether those extremely incorrect versions, already obtained at an 
immense expense, have produced the sincere conversion of a single 
pagan ; and I am persuaded, that, if they are asked an answer upon 
their honour and conscience, they will all reply in the negative.” 

“ III. Are those Hindoos who profess Christianity respectable for 
tlmr understanding , their morals , and their condition in life ?” 

In answer to this query I must again beg to refer you to the above 
quotations from the Abbe Dubois. For my own part, I have no' 
personal knowledge of any native converts respectable for their un- 
derstanding, morals, and condition in life. 

“IV Of what, caste are they generally, and what effect has their 
profession of Christianity upon their standing ?” 

It is reported, and universally believed by the native inhabitants, 
that the generality, if not all of them, are of low caste, and my 
acquaintance with the few of them I have met with has in a great 
degree confirmed me in this belief. 

“V. Are they Christians from inquiry and conviction , or from 
other motives?" 

The real motives of our actions are very difficult to be discovered. 
All that I can say on this subject is, that several years ago there was 
a pretty prevalent report in this part of India, that a native embracing 
Christianity should be remunerated for his Iosb of caste by the gift of 
five hundred rupees, with a country-bom Christian woman aB his wife ; 
and while this report had any pretension to credit, several natives 
offered from time to time to become Christians. The hope of any such 
recompense being taken away, the old converts find now very few 
natives inclined to follow their example. This disappointment not 
only discourages further conversion, but has also induced several 
Moosulman converts to return to their former faith ; and had Hindoos 
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with equal facility admitted the return of outcasts to their society, a 
great number of them also would, I suspect, have imitated the conduct 
of their brother Moosulman converts. In a populous country like 
Hindoostan, there are thousands of distressed outcasts wandering 
about, in whom the smallest hope of worldly gain can produce an 
immediate change of religious profession, and their conversion to 
‘Christianity is a matter of indifference to the community at large. 
About two years ago 1 stated this circumstance to a Church Missionary 
who lives in mv neighbourhood, and whom I respect for his liberal 
.conduct; and I even offered to send to that gentleman as many natives 
.as he might wish to convert on condition that he should maintain 
them at a fixed salary not exceeding eight rupees per month. 

“ VI. Of what denomination of Christians have the Missionaries 
been most successful ; Catholic , Protestant , Episcopalian , Baptist , 
Trinitarian Unitarian 

To the best of my belief no denomination of Cliiistians has had 
any real success in bringing natives of Jndia over to the Christian 
faith. 

“ VII. What is the number of Unitarian Christians , a?id are they 
chiefly natives or Europeans ?” 

The Rev. Mr. Adam is the only Unitarian Missionary in Bengal, 
and he publicly avowed Unitarianism so late as the latter end of 
1821. Notwithstanding the many disadvantages under which he has 
been labouring, lie has brought this system of Christianity into notice, 
in this part of the globe ; as previous to that period many did not 
know that there was such a thing as Unitarianism, and othcis tried 
to stigmatize it, in proportion as their prejudices for the corrup- 
tions of Christianity prompted them to abuse reason and common 
Bense, without fear of contradiction. Mr. Adam, although he haB 
made no avowed native convert, has already received every counte- 
nance from several respectable European gentlemen, and from a great 
number of the reading part of the native community in Calcutta. 

“ VIII. How are they regarded and treated by other Christians ? 
Is it with any peculiar hostility ?” 

The manner in which the rest of the Missionaries have treated 
Mr. Adam, since his avowal of Unitarianism, is indeed opposed to the 
whole spirit of Christianity. But towards other Unitarians, their 
conduct in general is similar to that of Roman Catholics towards 
Protestants. 
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• IX. What are the chief cause* that have prevented, and that 
continue to prevent, the reception of Christianity by the Natives of 
India ? May much of the want of success be reasonably attributed to 
the form in which the religion is presented to them?" 

The *hi«f causes which prevent the natives oi India from changing 
their religion are the same as are found in the numerous claas of 
Christians who are unable to give an answer to any man that aaketh 
the reason of the Hope they profess, viz., their reliance on the sanctity 
of the books revealed among them as received authorities, and the 
variety of prejudices planted in their minds in the early part of life. 
These are strongly supported by the dread of the loss of caste, the 
of apostacy, which separates a husband from his wife, 
a father from his son, and a mother from her daughter. Besides, 
the doctrines which the Missionaries maintain and preach are lees 
conformable with reason than those professed by Moosulmans, and 
in several points are equally alsurd with the popular Hindoo creed. 
Hence there is no rational inducement for either of these tribes to 
lay aside their respective doctrines, and adopt those held up by the 
generality of Christians. 

“ X. Are any of the causes of failure of such a nature, that it 
may be in the power of Unitarian Christians to remove them?" 

Unitarian Christianity is not exposed to the last mentioned 
objections ; for even those who are inimical to every religion admit, 
that the Unitarian system is more conformable to the human 
understanding than any other known creed. But the other obstar 
cles above-mentioned must remain unshaken, until the natives are 
enabled by the diffusion of knowledge to estimate, by compar- 
ing one religion with another, their respective merits and advant- 
ages, and to relinquish their divisions, as destructive of national union 
as of social enjoyment. 

“ XI. Arc there any reasons for believing that Christianity, as it 
is held by Unitarians, icouhl be more readily received by intelligent 
Hindoos, than as it is held by Trinitarians ?” 

In reply to this question, I repeat what I stated in answer to a 
question of a similar nature, put to me by Mr. Reed, a gentleman of 
Boston, viz., “ The natives of Hindoostan, in common with those of 
other countries, are divided into classes, the ignorant and the enligh- 
tened. The number of the latter is, I am sorry to say, comparatively 
very few here : and to these men the idea of a triune-God, a man-God, 
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and also the idea of the appearance of God in the bodily shape of a 
dove, or that of the blood of God ahed for the payment of a debt, 
seem entirely Heathenish and absurd, and consequently their sincere 
conversion to [Trinitarian] Christianity must be morally impossible. 
But they would not scruple to embrace, or at least to encourage, the 
Unitarian system ot Christianity, were it inculcated on them in an 
intelligible manner The former class, I mean the ignorant, must be 
enemies to both systems of Christianity, Trinitarianism and Unitarian- 
lsm. As they feel great reluctance in forsaking the deities worshipped 
by tneir xathers for foreign Gods, in subsisting the blood of God for 
the water of the Ganges as a purifying substance, bo the idea 
of an invisible Being as the sole object of worship, maintained by 
Unitarians, is foreign to their understanding. Under these circum- 
stances it would be advisable, in my humble opinion, that one or two, 
if not more gentlemen, well qualified to teach English literature and 
science, and noted for their moral conduct, should be employed to 
cultivate the understandings of the present ignorant generation, and 
thereby improve their hearts, that the cause of truth may triumph over 
false religion, and the desired comfort and happiness may be enjoyed 
by men of all classes ” 

“ XII Can any aid be given by Unitarians to the cause of Chris- 
tianity in India, with a reasonable prospect op success ? If any can 
be given, of what kind, in what way, by what means ?’’ 

In answer, I beg to refer you to my repiy lo the preceding question, 
and only add here, that every one who interests himself in behalf ol 
his fellow-creatures, would confidently anticipate the approaching 
triumph of true religion, should philanthropy induce you and your 
friends to send to Bengal aB many Berious and able teachere of 
European learning and science and Christian morality, unmingled 
with religious doctrines, as your circumstances may admit, to spread 
knowledge gratuitously among the native community, in connexion 
with the Rev. Mr. Adam whose thorough acquaintance with the langu- 
age, manners, and prejudices of the natives, renders him well qualified 
to co-operate with them with every prospect of success. 

“ XIII Would it be of any use to send Unitarian Missionaries 
with a view to their preaching Christianity for the purpose of convert 
ing adult natives ?" 

Much good cannot be expected from public preachings tit present, 
on account of the obstacles above-mentioned. It is, however, hoped. 
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that some of the teachers that may oe sent out may n reach with 
gradual success in the public places of worship 

“XIV. Would it be useful to establish Unitarian Missionary 
Schools for the instruction of the children of natives in the rudiments 
of a Euro /wan education, in the English language, in Christian 
.morality, mingling u itli it very little instruction relative to the doctrines 
■ of Christianity, leaving them chiefly or wholly out of view, to belcarned 
afterwards from our books and our example ?” 

This would be certainly of great use, and this is the only way of 
improving their understandings, and ultimately meliorating their 
hearts 

“ XV. Arc there many intelligent natives who are willing to learn 
the languages of Euro/te, to cidtivale Us literature, and to make them- 
selves acquainted with our religion as it is found in our books, and 
to examine tlieevuL'iwes of its truth and divine origin ?” 

There are numerous intelligent natives, who thrist after European 
knowledge and literature, but not many who wish to be made ac- 
quainted with the Christian religion and to examine its truth, being 
chiefly deterred by the difficulty (if not utter impossibility) attached 
to the acquirement of a correct notion of the tremendous mystical 
doctrines which the Missionaries ascribe to their religion. 

‘XVI .4 re there many resectable natives who are willing to 
have their children etlucahd m the English language and in English 
learning awl arts 'l" 

The desire of educating clnldien in the English language and in 
English arts is found even ni the lowest classes of the community, 
•and I may be fully justified in saying that two-thirds of the native 
population of Bengal would be exceedingly glad to see their children 
educated in English learning. 

“ XVII What benefits have arisen, or are likely to arise, from the 
translation of the Seriptures into the native languages of the East ? 
Are they read by any who are not already Christians ? And are they 
likely to be read generally even by them ? The question is suggested by 
the representations which have been made, that converts to Christianity 
are mostly, if not altogether, of the lowest and most ignorant classes of 
society. Is this representation true ?” 

To the beet of my knowledge, no benefit has hitherto arisen from 
the translation of the Scriptures into the languages of the East, nor 
can any advantage be expected from the translations in circulation ; 
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they ere not read maeh by those that are not Christians, except by a 
few whom the Missionaries represent as being “ led away by Sorinian 
principles." As to the character of the converts to Christianity, 
yon will be pleased to reterto the replies to the first, second, third, 
and fourth queries. 

“ XVin. WtU any important impression, favourable to Jhris- 
ti amity seer be made, except by the conversion and through the influence 
of persons of education, and of the higher dosses of society, who eon 
read our sacred books in the original, or at least in the English 
version ?” 

Christianity, when represented in its genuine sense in any lang- 
uage whatever, must make a strong impression on every intelligent 
mind, especially when introduced by persons of education and res- 
pectability. 

“ XIX Are the translations which have been made faithful and 
free from sectarian influence as to the expression of Christian doe- 
trine?" 

To both parts oi this query my reply must be in the negative. I 
at the same time acquit these translators of wilful neglect or inten- 
tional perversion They were, I think, too hasty to engage themselves 
in so difficult an undertaking. 

Ideas, in general, are as differently expressed in the idioms of the 
East from those of the West, as the East is remote from the West. 
Greater dimculty, therefore, must be experienced by a native of 
Europe in communicating European ideas in the idioms of Asia, than 
in conveying Asiatic ideas into the languages of Europe ; so a native 
of Asia experiences greater inconvenience in expressing Asiatic ideas 
in European idioms, than in translating European ideas into an Asia- 
tic language. 

About four years ago, the Rev. Mr. Adam, and another Baptist 
Mi ssionar y, the Rev. Mr. YateB, both well reputed for their oriental 
and classic acquirements, engaged, in common with myself, to trans- 
late the New Testament into Bengallee, and we met twice every week, 
and had for our guidance all the translations of the Bible, by different 
authors, which we could procure. Notwithstanding our axertions 
we were obliged to leave the accurate translation of several phrases 
to future consideration, and for my own part I felt discontented with 
the translation adopted of several passages, though I tried frequently, 
when alone at home, to select more eligible expressions, and applied 
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to native friends for their aid for that purpose I beg to assure von, 
that I (though a native of this country) do not recollect having engaged 
myself once, during my life, in bo difficult a task, as the translation of 
the New Testament into Bengallee. 

“ XX. Are there any particular parti of India or of Hit Eg it, 
where efforts for propagating Christianity , or preparing the t oay for 
it, might be made with better hopes than in others ?” 

Calcutta, the Capital of the British Empire in India, where the 
natives are more conversant with English, and frequently associate 
with European gentlemen, is, in my humble opinion, preferable as a 
field for such efforts to the rest of HindooBtan, as the native inhabit* 
ants of .Bengal, in a great degree, follow the example of the opulent 
natives of Calcutta. 
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DEDICATION 

TO ALL BELIEVERS IN THE INCARNATION OF THE 
DEITY. 

F EIXOW-P FU EVERS. 

The following correspondence between the renowned Dr. R. Tytler 
and myself was partly given to the world through the medium of the 
Bengal Hurkaru ; but as the Editor of that Paper refused to admit 
some of my letters into its pages, and those published were widely 
separated from each other by being mixed up with various extrane- 
ous matters, I have deemed it advisable to have the wnoie collected 
together and presented at one view, for general edification. 

My object in addressing Dr. Tytler (as will be seen from a perusal 
•of the following pages,) was, that all Believers in the Manifestation 
of God in the flesh, whether Hindoo or Christian, might unite in 
support of our Common Cause, and cordially co-operate in our endea- 
vours to check the alarming growth of the Unitarian heresy ; but 
unfortunately my hopes were entirely disappointed, as Dr. Tytler 
not only refused to repair the breach, I conceived his writings 
•calculated to make, but to my great surprise and regret, in return 
for my friendly offers of assistance, he applied to me and to my 
religion the most opprobrious abuse, and treated me as if my Faith 
were inimical to the tenets of his Creed. 

I am, your friend and fellow-believer, 
Calcutta , June 3, i823. RAM DOSS. 1 * 


• Ram Dow is the name assumed by Rammohnn Rot in many o t hia satirical 
writing*. — E d. 



A VINDICATION 

CFTfiK 

INCARNATION OF THE DEITY, Ao. 

INTRODUCTION. 

The Correspondence was occasioned by a passage in a letter of Dr 
Tytler’s, published in the Bengal Hurkaru of the 30th of May 1823 
directed against Rammohun Roy, a person who, as is well known, it 
strongly reprobated by the zealous, both among Hindoos and Chris- 
tians, for his daring impiety in rejecting the doctrine of Divine In- 
carnations. But the Doctor while censuring this stubborn Heretic, 
most unwarrantably introduced contemptuous allusions to the Hindoo 
Deities, as will be seen from the passage referred to which is here 
subjoined : — 

Extract from the Hurkaru of May 3rd, 1823. 

He (Rammohun Roy) thus proceeds in the same epistle. “Whether 
you be a faithful believer in the Divinity of the Holy Lord and Saviour 
JESUS CHRIST or of any other mortal man ; or whether a Hindu 
declares himself a faithful believer in the Divinity of his Holy Thahoor 
Trata RAM, or MUNOO— I feel equally indifferent about these 
notions ” Here I pause, for the purpose of asking the candid Reader 
what would have been said, if, at the time Rammohun Roy continued 
in his belief of Siva, Vishnu and Ganesh, I had personally addressed 
a letter to him, replete with vituperation of him and his opinions ? 
Would it not have been asserted, and very justly, that I was attacking 
him, and his gods, and wounding the religious feelings of a Hindu ? 
Yet this Unitarian, as he now professes himself, thinks proper to 
leave the subject of discussion, namely, a proposal to hold a “ Religious 
Conference,” and tells me flatly that my belief in the Divinitt of the 
HOLY SAVIOUR ip on a par with a Hindu's belief in his Thahoor ! ! ! 
— Yes, Christian Readers, such is the fact ; and when I offer to defend 
myself from such vile imputations by arguments drawn from those 
Holy Scriptures to which this Unitarian himself appeals, I am given to 
im<Wfa»»d, that this Reviler of my Faith, tife Faith or my Ancestors, 
will not condescend to listen, unless my reply receives the stamp of 
orthodoxy from the signature of a Missionary ! ! ! 

May 2, 1823. 


R. Tttlrr. 
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RAM DOSS'S FIRST LETTER TO Dr. TYTLEtt. 

The Editor of the Hurkaru having refused insertion to the follow- 
ing, it was privately forwarded to Dr Tytler 

To Dr . It. Tytler. 

Sir, 

I happened to read a letter in the “ Hurkaru” of the 3rd instant, 
under the signature of R. Tytler, which has excited my wonder and 
astonishment. For I had heard that you were not only profoundly 
versed in the knowledge of the ancients, but intimately acquainted 
with the learning and opinions of the present age. But I felt quite 
disappointed when I perceived that you entertained ideas so erroneous* 
respecting the Hindoo religion. 

Is there any Hindoo who would be offended at being told by a 
believer in the Invisible God, that this man is indifferent about hia 
(the Hindoo’s) faith in the divinity of his Holy Thakoor and Trata 
Ram or Munoo ? We know that these self-conceited sects who profess 
reverence for only one Deity are apt to express their indifference for 
the holy Incarnation of the Divine Essence believed in by Hindoos as 
well as by Christians ; and in fact that the followers of any one religion 
have little respect for the opinions of those of another. But can this 
give concern or surprise to the enlightened and well-informed persons 
who have seen and conversed with various sects of men ? 

I am more particularly astonished that a man of your reputed 
learning and acquirements, should be offended at the mention of the 
resemblance of your belief in the Divinity of Jesus Christ with a 
Hindoo’s belief in his Thakoor, because you ought to know that our 
religious faith and yours are founded on the same sacred basis, viz., 
the manifestation of God in the flesh, without any restriction to a 
dark or fair complexion, large or small stature, long or short hair. 
You cannot surely be ignorant that the Divine Ram was the reputed son 
of Dushuruth, of the offspring of Bhuggeeruth, of the tribe of Rughoo, 
as Jesus was the reputed son of Joseph, of the House of David, of the 
Tribe of Judah. Ram was the King of the Rughoos and of Foreigners, 
while in like manner Jesitr was King of the Jews and Gentiles. Both 
are stated in the respective sacred books handed down to us, to have 
performed very wonderful miracles and both aacended up to Heaven. 
Both were tempted by the Devil while on the earth, and both have 
been worshiped by millions up to the present day. Since God can be 
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bom oi l^cTribe of Judah, how, I ask, is it impossible that he should 
be bom fit the Tribe of Rughoo, or of any other nation or race of men ? 
And as the human form and feelings of Ram afford sceptics no good 
argument against hie omnipresent and divine nature, it most be evident 
to you that this deluded sect of Unitarianism can lay no stress on 
the human form and feelings of Jesus Christ aa disproving his 
divinity. 

When therefore the resemblance is so very striking, and ought to 
be known to you as well as to every other man having the least pre- 
tensions to an acquaintance with the learning and religion of the 
Natives of India,- how is it possible that you can feel offended at 
the mention of a fact so notorious ? v ou may perhaps urge, that 
there is a wide difference between a belief in three Persons in the 
Qodhead as maintained by you, and belief in three hundred and thirty 
millions 01 Persons in the Qodhead, entertained by the Hindoos. 
But as all such numerical objections are founded on the frail basis of 
human reason, wnich we well know is fallible, you must admit that 
the same omnipotence, which can make three ONE and one THREE, 
can equally reconcile the unity and plurality of three hundred and 
thirty millions, both being supported by a sublime mystery which far 
transcends all human comprehension. 

The vain and narrow-minded believen in one Invisible God accuse 
the followers of the Trinity as well as us the sincere worshippers of 
Ram and other Divine Incarnations, of being Idolaters ; and policy 
therefore might have suggested to you the propriety of maintaining 
a good understanding and brotherhood among all who have correct 
notions ol the manifestation of God in the flesh, that we may 
cordially join and go hand in hand, in opposing, and, if possible, 
extirpating the abominable notion of a single God, which strikes 
equally at the root of Hindooism and Christianity. However, it is 
not too late for you to reflect on your indiscretion, and atone for it 
by expressing your regret at having written and published anything 
calculated to create dissension among the worshippers of Divine 
Incarnations. 


I am, Sir, 

Your most obedient servant. 

Ram Dow 
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Dr. TYTLER’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING 
Vo Ram Do** 

I have received your letter and l>eg you to receive my best thanks 
for the trouble you nave put yourself to, in sending it to me. It was 
my intention this evening to have proved that li indu Idolatry ami 
Unitarianism are the same, and that they both proceed from the Devil. 
Unfortunately Mr. Robinson, in consequence of the number who were 
anxious to attend, has requested me to postpone the meeting, to which 
of course 1 have acceeded. But 1 am ready,— mind nk.'ukady, — to 
meet you ami your numagate friend Kummohan Roy whenever you 
please, in public and private discussion, and let you know what a 
humble individual unsupported can do, armed with no other weapon 
than the sharp sworn of the Gospel in bringing to light the hidden 
works or darkness, wmch are at present displayed in the damnable 
Heresy ot Umtananism oi which you are the wretched tool. But 
neither you, Ranunohun Roy, nor the second talleu ADAM dare meet 
me because you fear the WORD of TRUTH. 

Your inveterate and determined 

foe in the LORD, 

May ikh , 1823. (Signed) R. Tvtlel. 


RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO A REMARK OF THE EDITOR OF 
THE BENGAL HUKKARU. 

To the Editor of the Benyal Hurkaru. 

Sir, 

After publishing in your Paper of the 3rd instant. Dr. Tytler s 
letter, throwing out offensive insinuations against the Hindoo Religion, 
as unworthy to be compared with the Christian, I am truly astonished at 
your refusal to insert my very friendly reply and expostulation with 
him for the error and indiscretion into which he has fallen, 
and that you moieo/er defend him in the following words We 
would hint to Ram Doss that there is in our opinion a wide liffer- 
ence between the belief which maintains God to have appeared in 
the Flesh and that of the 44 Hindoo who believes the appearance of the 
Omnipotent Being in the shape of a Thakoor , which if we are not 
mistaken, is composed of stone, metal or wood/ 
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1 must remark, first, on the total unacquaintance you have die* 
played, with the Hindoo Religion, notwithstanding your residence in 
the capital of Bengal, in which however you are more excusable than 
Dr. Tvtler, considering his high pretensions to learning. Can you 
find a single Hindoo in the whole of India, who imagines that the 
divine Ram, the son of Dushuruth by Koushilya his mother according 
to the flesh, was composed either of wood, stone or metal ? If you can 
find even one, there may be some excuse for your mistake in supposing, 
what is so wide of the fact. You nmv. of course, find numerous consecra- 
ted images or statues of the holy Ram, in the Hindoo temples, tormed of 
wood and other materials, placed there for the pious purpose of attract- 
ing the attention of devotees to that Divine Incarnation, — although 
many good Hindoos do not. consider such representations as neceesarv, 
and worship Ram directly without the intervention of any sensible ob- 
ject. But can you suppose for a moment that a model or picture of any 
person, whether divine, or human, can identify that being with such 
representation or convert the original existence into the same 
maienals ? If this were the case, then the number of men so unfortu- 
nate as to have statues or portraits of themselves made, must lose their 
real essence— their original elements necessarily degenerating into 
stone, or paint and canvass. 

But it is indisputable that neither the image of the Holy Jesus in 
Roman Catholic Churches, nor tue representations of the Divine Ram 
in the Hindoo Temples, are identified with either of those sacred 
persons 

As vou have refused to publish my letter in answer to Dr. Tytler's 
attack, I shall take an opportunity of sending it directly to himself foi 
his consideration and reply, and purpose very soon laying this con- 
troversy before the public through some other channel with proper 
mention of your partial conduct, in circulating Dr. Tytler’s insulting 
insinuations against the Hindoo Religion and withholding my answer 
thereto for it* vindication. I expect you will kindly insert this letter 
in your Paper of to-morrow along with a justification of your own 
observations of this morning. 

I am, Sir, your most obedient servant, 

Ran Doss. 
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REMARKS OF, THE EDITOR RELATIVE TO THE FOREGOING. 

(Contained in (he Bengal Hurkaru of tjte 8th May.) 

In our subsequent pages will be found a letter signed Ram Doss, 
which we insert with pleasure, with a desire of convincing him that 
we are really impartial in our views of the subject of which it treats 
In explanation of our refusal to insert the former letter of Ram Doss, 
we owe it to him to say that although it justly deserves the appellation 
of a “ very friendly reply” and although it was written with much 
ability, yet it appeared to us to overstep the limits we have prescribed 
to ourselves, by entering too far into the subject of the original dispute 
between the two classes of religious professors, instead of fain g 
confined to the discussion of the subject between Rammohun Roy 
and Dr. Tytler, namely, the right of the latter to demand, and of the 
former to afford, facilities for the purpose of the discussion of the 
point at issue between them. It was under these circumastances and 
with this feeling that we declined to insert Rah Doss’s communi- 
cation, and we beg to assure him that it was not from any disrespect 
to him, or partiality for Dr. Tytler or his doctrines. 

Having disposed of this part of the subject, we trust, to the 
satisfaction of Ram Dobs, we shall simply remark on the other, 
that we never intended to intimate that any sensible Hindoo cculd 
for one moment suppose that God was personally present in an 
image of brass, stone or inetal ; but we have no hesitation in 
asserting that such an opinion does prevail, not only among the 
Hindoos, but amongst the ignorant of all classes whose religious faith 
prescribes the worship of images as the medium of access to the Deity. 
We really ought not to enter on the discussion of any of the points 
•connected with the religious worship of the Hindoos, as we have had 
but very few opportunities of making ourselves acquainted witn them, 
and if we are now in any error on these subjects, we trust that Rah 
Doss will attribute it to the causes which we have thus explained, 
and not to any feeling of partiality towards Dr. Tytler, or of misre- 
presentation of the objects of his own worship. 
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RAM DOSS’S FIRST CHALLENGE TO Db. R. TYTLER. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru 

Sir. 

Being disappointed in my jnst expectation of having my answer to 
Dr. Tytler’s insinuations inserted in your Paper, I yesterday sent it to 
the Doctor himself for his consideration ; but he avoids making a reply 
thereto, and in answer to my arguments, merely returns abuse against 
me, and likewise against our common enemies, the Unitarians, for 
which last, I, of course, care nothing. 

I take this opportuuitv of informing the Public that this Goliath, 
notwithstanding his high pretensions to learning, and presumption in 
netting himself up as the champion of Christianity, shrinks from the 
defence of the charges he has brought against Hindooism, and that he 
refuses to co-operate with me in opposing Unitarianism, although he 
declares in his note to me that it is a system of damnable heresy 
proceeding from the Devil. 

I am, Sir, your most obedient servant, 

May 7, 1823. Kam Doss. 

Dr. TYTLER’S REPLY TO RAM DOSS. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru . 

Sir, 

As I do not intend this letter to have any direct reference to the 
subject of religious discussion, you will oblige me by giving it insertion 
into the columns of the Hurkaru. Two days ago I received an epiBtle 
subscribed Ram Doss, which I was led to conclude must have been 
written by some Unitarian under a pseudonymous signature. But it 
appears from a letter, which is published in your paper of this day, I 
may have been mistaken ; and I am, therefore, anxious to inform 
Ram Doss, if he be a real person, that I consider there is no book at 
present in possession of Hindus , — the Mahabharata and Ramayana 
not excepted, — of higher antiquity than the entrance of the Musulmans 
into India, — say about 800 years from the present period. The legends 
attached to the Avatars are merely perverted, and corrupted copies of 
the Holy Scriptures in the possession of Christians, and have no 
particular relation tp the ancient religion, whatever it may have been, 
of the inhabitants of this couutry. Should Ram Doss therefore be a 
real person, and wish to obtain information on those topics, it will 

57 



808 


THH COMMON BASIS OF 


atford me sincere pleasure to meet him, either at my own house or 
any other he may appoint, at some hour convenient to ub both, for 
the purpose or exploring the arguments which support the views, 

I have taken, of the modemneet of the religious system at present 
followed by the Hindus 

Your obedient servant. 

May 8, 1823, R. Truss. 

RAM DOSS’S SECOND CHALLENGE TO 
Db. TYTLER. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Bib, 

Dr Tytler having been unable to make a direct reply to the 
arguments conveyed in my letter to him, dated the 5th instant, has 
taken refuge in your Paper, knowing very well that he would prevail 
upon you to insert every assertion that he might make against our 
Sacred Books and Holy Incarnations, and that you as a Christian 
would excuse yourself for declining to give publicity to my retaliation 
upon him. 

I therefore challenge him through your Pages for a reply to my 
arguments in the shape of a letter, so that I may endeavour through 
some other means to publish all our correspondence for the consider- 
ation and judgment of the Public. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

May 9th, 1823, Ram Doss 

Db. TYTLER’S REPLY TO BAM DOSS 
To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sib. 

Your correspondent, Ram Doss, in " informing the public," that 
I consider “ Unitarianism a system of damnable heresy proceeding 
from the Devil," has forgot to mention that such was alrti my 
expressed opinion to ' him respecting the superstitions to which he is 
so extremely partial. Under those circumstances is it reasonable to 
expect, I will allow him to co-operate with me, as he calls it, “ against 
our common enemies," when in fact I maintain Unitarianism to be 
nothing more than a new name for Hindu Idolatry ? 

Your obedient servant, 
R. Title*. 


Calcutta, May 10, 1823. 
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RAM DOSS’S THIRD CHALLENGE 
De. TYTLER. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

8ir, 

One of the objects of my letter to Dr. Tytler, was to solicit the 
co-operation of the Doctor in opposing Unitarians. The other, to 
refrte his insinuations against Hindooism and prove that it was founded 
on the same sacred basis (the Manifestation of God in the flesh) with 
Doctor Tytler’s own Faith. 

From the Doctor’s letter in your paper of this morning, I see he 
positively shrinks from entering the field with me againBt Unitarianism, 
leaving me thus to encounter the danger and reap the glory single- 
handed. 

I now request to be informed through the medium of your paper, 
whether, the Doctor also flinches from justifying his insinuations 
against the Hindoo Religion, and replying to my letter proving 
Hindooism and Christianity to rest on the same sacred foundation. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant. 

May 12, 1823. RAM DOSS. 


Dr. TYTLER’S REPLY TO RAM DOSS. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sir, 

The assertion of Ram Doss, that “ I shrink from entering the field 
against Unitarianism, leaving him thus to encounter the danger and 
reap the glory single-handed” when all Calcutta is acquainted with 
the contrary, and no one better than the Unitarians themselves, is 
really too absurd to require notice. 

In support of what this writer calls “ my insinuations against the 
Hindu Religion,’ I refer him to the histories of Buddha, Saluvahana, 
and Chrishna, ana maintain that they comprise nothing more than 
perverted copies of Christianity. Let him shew the reverse if he can. 

Your obedient servant, 

R. Tytler. 


Calcutta, May 13. 1S23. 



900 


THK COMMON BASIS OF 


RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

To (he Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sir, 

You are aware that I hare three times through the medium of 
your paper, called upon Dr. Tytler, to reply to the arguments con-, 
tained in the letter, forwarded to him by me and the reteipt of which 
he acknowledged in a torrent of abuse, and that he has, as often as 
thus publicly called upon, returned an evasive answer, which prom 
that he inwardly shrinks from the combat. 

With a view to defend his offensive insinuations, against Hindooism, 
he now refers me to the Histories of Buddha (the head of a tribe 
inimical to Hindooism,) Saluvahana (an Indian Prince) and Christina, a 
divine Incarnation, without attempting to bring forward from these 
anything against the justness of- my arguments. I now, Sir, beg 
leave to appeal to you, whether if any Hindoo were to make insinuation; 
against the Christian Religion, when called to defend them, he would 
be justified in merely referring Christians to the Books of the Jews (a 
tribe equally inimical to Christianity,) or Gibbon’s History of the 
Roman Empire, or to a whole History of Jesus Christ, without 
adducing any particular passage. I now for the Fourth and last time 
call upon the Doctor, either to answer precisely my arguments already 
in his possession, or confess publicly that he is totally unable 
to justify his insinuations against a Religion founded on the Sacred 
basis of the manifestation of God in the flesh, and that knowing 
the badness of his cause, he shrinks from meeting me on the fair field 
of Regular Argument, instead of which he has given me only abuse. 

I have nothing to say respecting his rqode of opposing our common 
enemies, the Unitarians, and grant him freely the honour of his indi- 
vidual exertions. Notwithstanding, I think it proper to suggest the ' 
expediency of common believers in Divine Incarnations (like the 
Doctor and myself) joining hand iu hand in opposing our inveterate 
enemy. Our chance of success must be greater when our Force is 
united, than when it is divided. 

I am, Sir, 

Your obedient servant. 

Ram Doss. 


Nay 14, 1823. 



HINDOOISM AND CHRISTIANITY. 


Ml 


Dr. TYTLER’S REPLY TO RAM DOSS. 

This Reply was in a Postscript to a Letter of Dr. Tytler'6 (dated 
May 15,) addressed to the Editor of the Bengal HuRKARU 9 and publish- 
ed in that Paner of the 16th May. 

41 1 request ” (said the Doctor) 44 to be informed by your sapient 
correspondent Ram Doss, in what manner he proves Buddha to be 
4 the head of a tribe inimical to Hindooism.’ " 


RAM DOSS'S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkam . 

Sir, 

The only reply which Dr. Tytler makes to my Fourth Challenge 
published in your paper yesterday is as follows, viz,— 

44 1\ S . — I request to be informed by our sapient correspondent 
Ram Doss m what manner he proves Buddha to be 4 the head of a 
tribe inimical to Hindooism.’ ” 

I now call on the Public to pronounce whether this query can be 
considered as a reply to the arguments contained in my letter forwarded 
to the Doctor, repelling his offensive insinuations and proving that 
Hindooism and Christianity are founded on the same basis ? or if 
it be not evidently a mere pretence for evading the question? Fully 
warranted in anticipating a verdict in my favor, I ask what opinion 
will the world form of a man who with some pretensions to learning 
and great professions of Religion, while defying the whole world in the 
field of Religious discussion, first utters degrading insinuations against 
a Faith founded on exactly the same basis as his own, and then when 
repeatedly challenged to jnatify this conduct resorts to such Shuffling 
anti Evasion ? However to oblige the Doctor as a fellow believer in, 
and worshipper ol, Divine Incarnations, 1 will inform him (although 
it lias no bearing on the question) that Buddha or Booddha, is the head 
of the sect of BauddhaSy who derive their name from him in the same 
manner as Christians do from Christ. That this sect is inimical to 
Hindooism is proved by the fact that they deny the existence of a 
Creator of the Universe, in whom the Hindoos believe, and also 
despise many of the Gods worshipped by the latter. There are hun- 
dreds of works published by them against each other which arc 
in general circulation Butr all tide has nothing to do with my 



902 


THE COMMON BASIS OF 


arguments which the Doctor by wading nrtualljr confesses he is 
unable to answer. I therefore denounce him a defamer of Hindooism, 
a religion of the principles of which he is (or at least appears to be) 
totally ignorant 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant 

Friday, 16th May, 1823. Ram Doss. 


Da. TYTLER’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

Published in the Hurkaru of May 22nd. 

The sapient Ram Doss, now changes his tone, — and tells us the 
Bouddhists " despise many of the Gods worshipped by the Hindoos.” 
It hence follows that some of the Hindoo deities must be objects of 
their adoration. And yet this writer asserts Buddha to be the “ head 
of a tribe inimical to Hindooism,” while his own statement proves 
Hindoo Gods to be the objects of Buddkaic veneration !' 


RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru. 

Sib, 

In your paper of this day, Dr. Tytler notices my fifth Challenge, 
calling upon him to answer the arguments contained in my letter 
forwarded to him some weeks ago repelling his offensive insinuations 
against Hindooism. But how does he justifv himself ? “The sapient 
Ram Doss” (says he) “now changes his tone and tells us the Buddhists 
'despise many of die Gods worshipped by the Hindoos.’ It henco 
follows that some of the Hindoo deities must be objects of their 
adoration. And yet this writer asserts Buddha to be die 'head of a 
tribe inimical to Hindoosim,’ while his own statement proves Hindoc 
Gods to be the objects of Buddhaie veneration.’’ 

I now beg to oall the attention of the Public, Christians and not 
Christians, to the above passage, and request them to pronounce 
whether the Doctor thereby proves that Hindooism cannot (as insinuated') 
be compared with Christianity, or refutes uny position, that these two 
religions are founded on the same sacred basis, viz,, the Manifestation 
of God in the Flesh ? And I now call onr the world to judge, wheth * r 
die person who cm retort to such shuffling and evasion has any just 
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claim to the character of a man of learning, or a man of probity ? What 
name ia bestowed on the man who thus shrink 6 from meeting the 
arguments of his opponent fairly and candidly, and trembling at the 
force of truth, is glad to make his escape by any mean subterfuge ? 

It is almost self-degradation or a prostitution of reason to treat his 
last remark, above quoted, as worthy of notice, viz., that as “Buddhists 
despise many of the Gods worshipped by the Hindoos, it hence follows 
that some of the Hindoo deities must be subjects of their “adoration”- - 
Indeed !! In what school of xcisdom did the learned Doctor acquire his 
Logic ? Although I despise or dislike several members of a family, is 
this a proof that I must adore the rest ? May I uot regard the rest with 
indifference, or be unacquainted with them? But granting even that 
Buddhists do worship some of the Hindoo Gods, while they despise 
others, may they not still be inimical to HindooUm ? For, don’t the 
Jews despise one of the Christian Gods, worship another, and are 
indifferent to a third and yet are they not inveterate enemies of 
Christianity ? 

T now only wish to know from what College or University the 
Doctor procured a Certificate, authorizing him to assume the Title of 
M. D and whether that seat of Learning in the distribution of its 
Academic Honors usually selects such worthy objects. 

I am, Sir your obedient servant, 

Thursday , 22nd May , 1823. Bam Doss. 

P. S. 1 congratulate the Doctor on his victory ( as reported by himself 
in your paper of to-day) over our common enemies the Unitarians (these 
deluded deniers of Divine Incarnations), and 1 regret I was not 
present to share iu the triumph. — R. D 


7)r. Tytlcr being now , it appears, completely silenced, a Friend , 
under the signature of A Christian, came forward to his assistance 
in the folloivinn Letter 

LETTER OF A CHRISTIAN TO BAM DOSS. 

To the Editor of the llurkarv 
Si ft, 

Tt is gratifying to the lovers of science, to behold a few intelli- 
gent Hindoos emerging from the degraded ignorance and shameful 
superstition, in which their fathers for so many centuries have been 
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buried. It is no less pleasing to the friends of humanity, to find 
that one of the most learned of the Hindoo Brahmans has not only 
abandoned the doctrine which countenances the cruel and -abomin- 
able practice of matricide, but also ably confuted his compeers, who 
were advocates for having human victims sacrificed to Moloch 

On the other hand it is a sad contemplation, that these very 
individuals who are indebted to Christians for the civil liberty they 
enjoy, as well as for the rays of. intelligence, now beginning to dawn 
on them, should in the most imgoueious manner insult their bene- 
factors, by endeavouring to degrade their religion, for no other 
reason, because they cannot cohiprebend its sublime Mysteries. 

My attention has been particularly attracted to this subject bv 
a letter signed “ Ram Doss” which appeared in your paper of 
yesterday. 

This Hindoo with whom I have no personal acquaintance had 
the arrogance to lay before the public the following passage : “ I 
now call on the public to pronounce whether this query can bo 
considered as a reply to the arguments contained in my letter 
forwarded to the Doctor repelling his offensive insinuations and 
proving that Hindooism and Christianity arc founded an the same 
basis ?” Ram Doss here appeals to the public, and lie will of course 
grant me the same privilege. I will therefore ask, — ( 'hnstian Head- 
ers, are you so far degraded by Asiatic effeminacy as to behold 
with indifference your holy and immaculate RtmmtoN thus degraded 
by having it placed on an equality with Hindooism— with rank ido- 
latry— with disgraceful ignorance and shameful superstition ? 

Will Ram Doss or his associates be pleased to inform me, if the 
Incarnation of his God was foretold by Prophets through a period 
of four thousand years ? Or will he demonstrate the mission or 
divine incarnation of his Petty by incontestable and stupendous 
miracles such as Christ wrought ? Will he assert that the doctrine 
of Hindooism is as pure and uudetiled as that of Christianity? 
Or in line, will he prove that the human character has ever been 
exalted by any religious system so much as by the sweet iullucncc 
of Christianity ? 

If Ram Doss is not able satisfactorily to clear up a single point 
of what I now submit to liis serious consideration, it is manifest, that 
in common civility, he should refrain from insulting Christians by 
putting their religion on a eompaiispn with Hindooism* 
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Rammohun Roy, who appears to me to be the meet learned of 
the Hindoos, is so far from making such odious and offensive re- 
marks, that he apparently gives the preference to Christianity. 
Vide, his First Appeal entitled “ the precepts of Christ, the guide 
to peace and happiness-” I regret the learned Brahman was 
interrupted by the intemperate zeal of the Baptists in the praiseworthy 
course he intended to have pursued as set forth in his preface to the 
work above alluded to. 

I conclude by recommending your sapient correspondent Rah Doss 
to employ his time and talents in laudable and pious endeavours to 
reclaim his countrymen from idolatry, rather than attempt to inveati- 
gate mysteries that are far above the weak comprehensions of man. 

I also recommend him to beware of such Christians as are carried away 
with every wind of doctrine, and who “ know not wnat they do.” 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

A Christian 

RAM DOSS’S REPLY TO THE CHRISTIAN. 

[Published in a Pamphlet containing an account of Dr. Tytler's 
Lecture circulated with the Bengal Ilurkara Newspaper.] 

To the Editor of the Bengal llurkaru. 

Sib, 

I regret to observe by the Letter in your Paper of this morning 
signed “ A Christian,” that in repelling the offensive insinuations of 
Dr. Tytler against the Hindoo Religion, I am considered by one of the 
Christian denomination as endeavouring to degrade his “ Faith.’ 

It is well known to you, Sir, that I privately sent a Letter to the 
Doctor, refuting his position in the most friendly, calm, and argumena- 
tive manner, to which he returned a note loading me with the grossest 
abuse; consequently I thought myself justified in challenging him 
publicly to make a reply to my arguments. The Christian therefore 
cannot conceal from himself that it is I and my Faith which have 
been vilified and abused and that in return, I have offered not insult, 
but merely reason a "d argument ; for it cannot be considered insult 
for a man to say that another religion is founded on the same basis 
with his own, which he believes to be all. that is venerable and 
sacred. 
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If by the “ Ray of Intelligence” for which the Christian says we 
.are indebted to the English, he means the introduction of useful 
mechanical arts, I am ready to express my assent and also my grati- 
tude ; but with respect to Science, Literature, or Religion, I do not 
acknowledge that we are placed under any obligation. For by a 
reference to history it may be proved that the World was indebted 
to our ancestors for the first dawn of knowledge, which sprang up in 
the East, and thanks to the Goddess of Wisdom, we have still a philo- 
sophical and copius language of our own, which distinguishes ub from 
other nations who cannot express scientific or abstract ideas without 
borrowing the language of foreigners. 

Ranugahun Roy’s abandonment of Hindoo doctrines (as “A 
‘Christian” mentions) cannot prove them to be erroneous; no more 
than the rejection of the Christian Religion by hundreds ol persons who 
were originally Christians and more learned than Rammohun Roy, 
proves the fallacy Of Christianity. We Hindoos regard him in the 
same light as Christians do Hume, Voltaire, Gibbon and other 
-sceptics. 

Before “ A Christian ” indulged in a tirade about persons being 
“degraded by Asiatic effeminacy" he should have recollected that 
almost ail the ancient prophets and patriarchs venerated by Chris- 
tiana, nay even Jesus Christ himself, a Divine Incarnation and die 
founder of the Christian Faith, were ASIATICS, so that if a Chris- 
tian thinks it degrading to be bom or to reside in Asia, he directly 
reflects upon them. 

Firet. — The Christian demands “ Will Ram Doss or his associates 
be pleased to inform me, if the Incarnation of his Ood was f- retold 
by Prophets through a period of four thousand years?" I answer 
in the affirmative. The Incarnation of Ram, was foretold in the works of 
many holy and inspired men for more than 4,000 years previous to 
the event in the most precise and intelligible language ; not in those 
ambiguous and equivocal terms found in the Old Testament, respect- 
ing the Incarnation of Jesus Christ, an ambiguity which it is well 
known has afforded our common enemies, the Unitarians, a handle 
for raising a doubt of Jesus Christ being a real Manifestation of God 
in the flesh. 

Secondly. — The Christian demands of Ram Doss “Will he 
demonstrate the mission or divine incarnation of his deity by 
incontestable and stupendous miracles such as Christ wrought 9 " 
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I answer. Yes : The divine Ram performed miracles more stupen- 
dous, not before multitudes of ignorant people only, but in the 
presence of Princes and of thousands of learned men, and of those 
who were inimical to Hindooism. 1 admit the Jeins and other un- 
believers ascribed Ram’s miraculous power to a Demoniacal Spirit, 
in the same manner as the Jews attributed the miracles of Jesus 
to the power of Beelzebub ; but neither of these objections are 
worthy of notice from believers in Divine Incarnations, since the 
performance of the miracles themselves is incontestably proved by 
tradition. 

Thirdly. — The Christian asks “Will he (Ram Doss) assert that 
the Doctrine of Hinduism is as pure and undefiled as that of Chris- 
tianity?” Undoubtedly, such is my assertion : and an English 
translation of the Vedant as well as of Munoo (which contains the 
essence of the whole Veds) being before the public, I call on reflect- 
ing men to compare the two religions together and point out in 
what respect the one excels the other in purity ? Should the Chris- 
tian attempt to ridicule some part of the ritual of the Teds I shall 
of course feel myself justified in referring to ceremonies of a similar 
character in the Christian Scriptures ; and if he dwell on the corrupt 
notions iutroduced into Hindooism in more modem times, I shall 
also remind him of tae corruptions introduced by various sects 
into Christianity. But A Christian must know very well that such 
corruptions cannot detract from the excellence of Genuine Religions 
themselves. 

Fourthly. — The Christian asks, “ Will be (Ram Doss) prove that 
the human character has ever been exalted by any system of religion 
so much as by the sweet influence of Christianity.” In reply, I ap- 
peal to History, and call upon the Christian to mention any religion 
on the face of the earth (hat has been the cause of so much war and 
bloodshed, cruelty and oppression, for so many hundred years as this 
whose “ sweet influence ” he celebrates. 

That propriety of conduct found among the better sort of Christians 
is entirely owing to the superior education they have enjoyed ; a proof 
of which is, that others of the same rank in society, although not be- 
lievers in Christianity, are distinguished by equal propriety of conduct, 
which is not the case with the most firm believers, if distitute of 
Education or without the means of improvement by mixing in company 
with Demons, better instructed than themselves. 
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it is unjust in the Christian to quarrel with* Hindoos because 
(he says) they cannot comprehend the sublime mystery of his Religion, 
since he is equally unable to comprehend the sublime mysteries of 
ours, and since both these mysteries equally transcend the human 
understanding, one cannot be preferred to the oth^r. 

Let us however return to the main question, viz. that THE 
INCARNATION OF THE DEITY IS THE COMMON BASIS OF 
HINDOOISM AND CHRISTIANITY. If the manifestation of God 
in the flesh is possible, such possibility cannot reasonably be confined 
to Judea or Ayodhya, for God has undoubtedly the power of manifestr 
ing himself in either country and of assuming any colour or name he 
pleases. If it is impossible, as our common enemies, the Unitarians, 
contend, such impossibility must extend to all places and persons. I 
trust therefore the Christian will reflect with great seriousness on this 
subject and will be kina enough to let me know the result. 

I am, Sir, your most obedient servant, 
Calcutta , May 23, 1823. • Ram Doss. 

Ram Doss having heard nothing more publicly or privately from 
Dr. Tytler or “ A Christian ” the correspondence here concluded , and 
the arguments adduced in vindication of the Incarnation of the Deity as 
the common Basis of Hindooism and Christianity consequently remain 
unanswered* 


* This controversy began in the 3rd of May ahd ended on the 23rd of May, 1823. 
The whole was published in the form of a pamphlet on the 3rd of June. After the pub- 
lication of this pamphlet, the dispute was renewed, but this latter controversy (which was 
carried on in the hviia Gazette and the Adiertutcr from June 12th to June 29th, and was 
published in u pamphlet in July 14 th) we have thought fit not to publish, as it is com- 
posed only of some trilling letters We only give below the introduction by the Rajah to 
this second pamphlet : - 

*' After the foregoing pages had been issued from the press, Dr. Tytler, evidently 
ashamed to confess his defeat, began again in the public prints to assign various excuses 
for his not having answered me. These, with the replies they called forth, are now 
collected together that the Public may 4ir further enabled to appreciate the character and 
conduct of tins Reviler of Hindooism. Although the Doctor carried the correspondence 
from the Newspapers, where Ixith parties might expect fair play and their communica- 
tions to be inserted free of charge, to the Advertiser of his own Publisher in which the 
arguments of his opponent could 'not hnd admission without payment ; even under these 
unfavourable circumstances 1 continued the controversy, till Mr. Crichton, the Doctor’s 
Publisher, refused to insert one of my communications sent him on Sunday the 29th June, 
on the groundless pretence that l)r. Tytler had Left Calcutta and therefore could not 
answer it ; but this collusion between him and his Publisher instead of enabling him to 
retreat with honor will only render his final discomfiture the more inglorious. 

Calcutta. Ji.hf ISth 1823. 


Ram Dots . 1 
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A DIALOGUE 

BETWEEN 

A MISSIONARY AND THREE CHINESE CONVERTS 

Missionary. How many Gods are there, my bretnren ! 

lrt Convert . Three. 

2nd Convert. Two. 

3rd Convert. None. 

Miesionary . Horrid ! The answers are from the Devil. 

All. We know not where you got the religion which you have 
taught us, but thus you have taught us. 

Missionary. Blasphemers ! 

All. We have heard you with patience nor ever thought of crying 
out against you, how much bo ever you surprised us by your doctrine. 

Missionary. (Recovering himself and addressing the 1st convert.) 
Come, come, recollect : how can you imagine that there are three 
Gods? 

1st Convert. Ion told me there was God the Father, and God 
the Son, and God the Holy Ghost, and by my Swanpan I find that one 
and one and one are three. 

Missionary. 0 ! I see your blunder. You remember but half 
the lesson. I told you also that these Three are One . 

1st Convert. I know you did, but I thought you had forgotten 
yourself, and concluded that you spoke the truth at first. 

Missionary. 0 no ! You must believe not only that there are 
Three persons, each Go 1, and equal in power and glory, but also, 
that these Three are One. 

1st Convert. That is impossible. In China we do not believe 
contradictions 

Missionary. Brother ! It is a mystery. 

1st Convert. What is that, pray? 

Missionary. It is — it is — I know not what to say to you, except 
that it is something which you cannot possibly comprehend. 

1st Convert • (Smiling.) And is it this that you have been 
sent 10,000 miles to teach ? 

Missionary. 0 the power of carnal reason ! Surely, some Socinian 
has been doing the Devil's work in China. 
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Bnt (turning to the 2nd convert,) how could you imagine, there 
are two Gods ? 

2nd Convert. I thought theie were many more till you came 
and lessened the number. 

Missionary. Have I ever told you that there are two Gods? 
(Aside.) The stupidity of this people makes me almost despair. 

2nd Convert. True, you have not said in so many words that 
there are two Gods, but you have said what implies it. 

Missionary. Then you have been tempted to reason upon this 
mystery. 

2nd Convert. We, Chinese, are wont to put things together and 
to come at truth by comparison. Thus you said there were three 
persons that were each perfect God, and then you said one of these 
persons died in one of the countries of the West, a long while ago ; 
nnd I therefore concluded the present number to be two. 

Missionary. Astonishing depravity ! 0 the depths of Satan ! It is in 
vain to reason with these poor benighted creatures. But (addressing the 
3rd convert) perverse as your two brethren are, you appear worse than 
they : what can you possibly mean by answering that there are no God6 ? 

3rd Convert. I heard you talk of three, but I paid more particular 
Attention to what you said on the point of there being only one. This 
I could understand ; the other I could not ; and as my belief never 
reaches above my understanding (for you know I am no learned 
Mandarin) I set it down in my mind that there was but one God, 
and that you take your name of Christian from him. 

Missionary. There is something in this ; but I am more and more 
astonished at your answer— “ None.” 

3rd Convert. (Taking up the Swanpan.) Here is one. I remove 
it. There is none. 

Missionary. How can this apply ? 

3rd Convert. Our minds are not like yours in the West, or you 
would not ask me. You told me again and again, that there never 
was but one God, that Christ was the true God, and that a nation of 
merchants living at the head of the Arabian gulf, put him to death 
upon a tree, about eighteen hundred years ago. Believing you, what 
other answer could I give than None" ? 

Missionary. I must pray for vou, for you all deny the true 
faith, and living and dying thus, you will without doubt perish 
everlastingly. 
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1st Convert . Cong-foo-tse, our revered master, says that bad 
temper always turns reason out of doors, and that when men begin 
to curse, the Good Spirit of the universe abandons their hearts. 

2nd Convert. You must be angry with yourself and not with us, 
for you have been teaching us at different times doctrines as contra- 
dictory as those of Cong-foo-tse and Buddha. The immortal emperor 
Sinchong has said that he is not to be numbered with wise men, nor 
to have a name in the hall of ancestors, who undertakes a voyage 
without making up his mind to its purpose, and preparing himself to 
give a clear and kind answer to the question of a stranger. 

Xrd Convert. These rebukes are just: but Ter-whangtee says, 
in his golden words, that mirth is better than rice. You came, it 
seems, to bring us a new riddle : but while we thank you, we beg to 
inform you that Kienlong, our late celestial emperor, has supplied us 
with a plentiful store, much more entertaining than yours ; and when 
you can read as well as speak our divine language, we recommend to 
you his delectable history of the Mantchoo Tartar, that pretended to 
be inspired by the Grand Lama, but could never be made to compre- 
hend the Swanpan. 
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SPEECHES. 

I. 

Speech on settlement of Europeans in India. 

Fk<>m personal experience, I am impressed with the conviction that 
the greater our intercourse with European gentlemen, the greater will 
lie our improvement in literary, social, and political affairs ; a fact 
which can be easily proved by comparing the condition of those of my 
countrymen who have enjoyed this advantage with that of those who 
unfortunately have not liad that opportunity ; and a fact which I could, 
to the ljest of my belief, declare on solemu oath before any assembly. 
As to the indigo planters, I beg to observe that I have travelled 
through several districts in ltengal and Debar, and I found the natives 
residing in the neighbourhood of indigo plantations evidently better 
clothed and better conditioned than those who lived at a distance 
from such stations. There may be some partial injury done by the 
indigo planters : but, on the whole, they have performed more good 
to the generality of the natives of this country than any other class 
of Europeans, whether in or out of the service. 

II. 

Sjtcech by Hammohun Roy at the mcetiny of the Unitarian 
Association held in London in his honour. 

I am too unwell and too much exhausted to take any active part 
in this meeting ; but I am much indebted to Dr. Kirkland and Dr. 
Bowiunq for the honour they have conferred on me by calling me 
their fellow-labourer, and to you for admitting me to this Society as a 

" " .V greet public meeting wiw held at the Town Hall of Calcutta on the 15th of 
IVci-iiiUt 1*29. for the purpose of petitioning the Parliament to throw open the China 
ami India tnule nml to remote the restrictions againat «et dement of European* in India. 
Tin* almu* ia the report of the apeech which Kant Mohan Hoy iaieid to have made in 
«uii|inrting the rwuliition for alohidiing the restriction* on the residence of Europeans in 
India. It i« reprinted from the Asiatic Journal. Vol II.. New Serif*, May-Auguet ltW. 

- - Ef ■' 
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brother, and one of your fellow-labourers. 1 am not sensible that 1 
have done anything to deserve being called a promoter of this cause . 
but with respect to your faith 1 may observe, that I too believe in 
the one God, and that I believe in almost all the doctrines that you do 
but I do this fot my own salvation and for my own peace. For the 
objects of your Society I must confess that I have done very little to 
entitle me to your gratitude or such admiration of iny conduct. 
What have I done '/--I do not know what I have done ! - If I have 
ever rendered you any services they must be very trilling -very 
trifling I am sure. I laboured under many disadvantages. In the 
first instance, the Hindoos and the Brahmins, to whom I am related, 
are all hostile to the cause ; and even many Christians there arc more 
hostile to our common cause than the Hindoos and the Brahmins. I 
hare honour for the appellation of Christians ; but they always tried 
to throw diffculties and obstacles in the way of the principles of 
Unitarian Christianity, I have found some of these here ; but more 
there. They abhor the notion of simple precepts. They always lay a 
stress on mystery and mystical points, which serve to dHnde their 
followers ; and the consequence is, that we meet with such opposition in 
India that our progress is veiy slight ; and I feel ashamed on my side that 
Ihave not made any progress that might have placed me on a footing 
with my fellow-labourers in this part of the globe. However, if this is 
the true system of Christianity, it will prevail, notwithstanding all the 
opposition that may be made to it. Scripture seconds vonr system of 
religion, common sense is also on your side ; while power and prejudice 
are on the side of your opponents. There is a battle going on ltetween 
reason, scripture and common sense ; and wealth, |>ower and prejudice. 
These three hare been struggling with the other three ; but I am 
convinced that your success, sooner or later, is certain. I feel over- 
exhausted, and therefore conclude with an expression of my heartfelt 
thanks for the honour that from time to time you hare conferred on 
me, and which I shall never forget to the last moment of my 
existence. 0 

‘This "patch w lakes from the 1 Mt 4ay» in of Ho ft l'oii<m<Jtun U>»j by 

Mm* Carpenter. A full report of the prorteding* qt the meeting it n> U: fanml in tin* 
Monthly ller**itQry *use Y N 5 uo 41T.l*Ol Kn 
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|Th« follow in j> lellnn mill t\(iaclx from letters of R.mmitilitm Hoy are lakm trow 
llw l.nni ih i»/« in' Eiiijlaml of Raja Rnnininhiiii Ifni/ hy Mian Ciu*|M , ntcr. - V, n.] 

Extract from a letter, doted Calcutta, Sep tc miter .7, 1320. 

As to the opinion intimated by Sir S.vui’tx T - — u, respecting the 
medium course in Christian dogmas, I never have attempted to oppose 
it. I regret only that the followers of Jesus, in general, should have 
paid much greater attention to inquiries after his nature than to the 
observance of his commandments, when we are well aware that no 
human acquirements can ever discover the nature even of tire most 
common and visible things, and, moreover, that such inquiries are not 
enjoined hy the divine revelation. 

On this consideration I have compiled several passages of the New 
Testament which I thought essential to Christianity, and published 
them under the designation of Precepts of Jesus, at which the 
Missionaries at Shreera mpoor have expressed great displeasure, and 
called me, in their review of the tract, an injurer of the cause of truth. 

1 was, therefore, under the necessity of defending myself in an 
* Appeal to the Christian Public,’ a few copies of which tracts I have 

the pleasure to send you, under the care of Captain S , and intreat 

your acceptance of them. 

1 return, with my sincere acknowledgments, the work which Sir S. T. 
was so kind as to lend me. May I request the favour of you to forward 
it to Sir S. T., as well as a copy of each of the pamphlets, with my best 
compliments, and to favour me with your and Sir S. T.’s opinion 
respecting my idea of Christianity, os expressed in those tracts, when 
an opportunity may occur, as I am always open to conviction and 
correction ? 


Extract from a letter addressed by Raja Rammohnn Roy to a gentleman 
of Baltimore, dated Calcutta, October 27, 1S22, ( vide Monthly 
Repository for 1S27, Vol. XVIII., p. 433). 

1 have now every reason to hope, that the truths of Christianity 
will not be much longer kept hidden under the veil of heathen 
doctrines and practices, gradually introduced among the followers of 
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Christ, since many lovers of truth are zealously engaged in rendering 
the religion of Jesus clear from corruptions. 

I admire the zeal of the Missionaries sent to this country, but 
disapprove of the means they have adopted. In the performance of 
their duty, they always begin with such obscure doctrines as are 
calculated to excite ridicule instead of respect, towards the religion 
which they wish to promulgate. The accompanying pamphlets, celled 
The Brahmunical Magazine,’ and published by a Brahmun, are a 
proof of my assertion. The last number of this publication has 
remained unanswered for twelve months. 

If a body of men attempt to upset a system of doctrines generally 
established in a country, and to introduce another system, they are, in 
my humble opinion, in duty bound to prove the truth, or, at least, the 
superiority of their own. 

It is, however, a great satisfaction to my conscience to find, that the 
doctrines inculcated by Jesus and his apostles, are quite different from 
those human inventions, which the Missionaries are persuaded to 
profess, and entirely consistent with reason, and the revelation deli- 
vered by Moses and the prophets. I am, therefore, anxious to support 
them, even at the risk of my own life. I rely much on the force of 
truth, which will, I am sure, ultimately prevail. Our number is 
comparatively small, but I am glad to inform you, that none of them 
can be justly charged with the want of zeal and prudence. 

I wish to add, in order that j r ou may set me right, if you find me 
mistaken, — my view of Christianity is, that in representing all mankind 
as the children of one eternal father, it enjoins them to love one 
another, without making any distinction of country, caste, colour, or 
creed ; notwithstanding they may be justified in the sight of the Cre- 
ator in manifesting their respect towards each other, according to the 
property of their actions, and the reasonableness of their religious 
opinions and observance. 

I shall lose no time in sending you my Final Appeal to the Chris 
tian Public, as soon as it as printed. 


Extract from a letter , dated December V, 1822. 

Although our adversaries are both numerous and zealous, as th 
adversaries of truth always have been, yet our prospects are by n 
means discouraging, if we only have the means of following up wha 
has already been done. 
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We confidently hope that, through these various means the period 
will be accelerated, when the belief in the Divine Unity, and in the 
mission of Christ, will universally prevail. 


Tetter to Dr T. Rees, of London (vide Monthly Repository, 

1824 , Vol XIX., pp. 681-682.) 

Hrverend Sir,— I received your letter o f the 16th June last, 
accompanied by a parcel of books to my address, with feelings of 
peculiar gratification. I cannot but be proud of the honour which 
the Committee have conferred upon me in reprinting my compilation 
of * The Precepts of Jesus,’ and the two Appeals in its defence. 1 beg 
you will oblige me by communicating to the members my warm 
acknowledgments for so distinguished a mark of their approbation. 
I also beg you will accept my best thanks for your valuable present 
of the Raeovian Catechism, which I shall not fail to read with 
due attention 

I have no language to express the happiness I derive from the idea 
that so many friends of truth, both in England and America, are 
engaged in attempting to free the originally pure, simph and practi- 
cal religion of Christ from the heathenish doctrines and absurd 
notions gradually introduced under the Homan power ; and T sincerely 
pray that the success of those gentlemen may l»e as great (if not 
greater than) that of Luther and others, to whom the religious world 
is indebted for laying the first stone of religious reformation, and 
having* recommended the system of distinguishing divine authority 
from human creeds, and the practice of benevolence from ridiculous 
outward observances. 

But what disappoints, or rather grieves, me much is mat our 
sovereign (whose reign may God crown with peace and prosperity 
whom all parties, either Whigs or Tories, enthusiastic radicals, or 
political time-servers, are compelled by the force of troth to 
acknowledge as the most accomplished person of his time, of most 
enlightened acquirements, and most liberal sentiments, should not use 
his royal influence to remove from the members of his National 
Church the fetter of a solemn oath, imposed by the Thirty-nine 
Articles, naturally liable to doubt, and disputed as these have been, 
from the beginn in g of Christianity, and that he has not caused to he 
discontinued the repetition of that general denunciation found in the 
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concluding part o£ the Athanasian Creel, to wit, ‘ This is the Catholic 
faith, which except a man believe faithfully , he cannot lx* *aval.' 
The only consolation which 1 can offer to myself is, that «$ his Majesty 
is the best judge of suitable opportunities for the introduction of 
improvement in the National Church, it is probable that in due time 
more enlarged principles may receive the Royal sanction. 

As to the state of the Unitarian Society in Calcutta, our Com- 
mittee have not yet been able to purchase a suitable piece of ground 
for a chapel and school. They will, I hope, soon succeed in 
their endeavours. We have collected, partly by purchase, and 
partly by gift, a great number of works, and established a pretty 
respectable library iti Calcutta, in which I have placed the books 
with which you have favoured me, in the same manner as all the 
books that the ltev. Mr. Adam, the Unitarian Missionary in Bengal, 
and myself have received at difFeret times from England. Mr. Adam 
is preparing a catalogue of the books belonging to this library, and 
will, I doubt not, send a few copies for the perusal of the Committee 
in Loudon, Liverpool, &c. 

In the month of December last, Mr. R., a member of the firm of 
Messrs. M. ami Co., of this place, left Bengal for Europe, ahd 
I embraced that opportunity of answering a letter I had the plea- 
sure of receiving from the venerable Mr. Bclshau, and beggeu 
at the same time his acceptance of a parcel of books sent in 
charge of that gentleman. I also sent a duplicate by the hands of 
Mr. S. A , a Member of the Unitarian Society in Calcutta, and a 
particular friend of mine. As subsequent to these despatches I received 
the books stated in Mr. Belmiam’h letter to have been forwarded to my 
address, I beg to send a short letter acknowledging the receipt of them ; 
which I shall feel obliged by your transmitting to that gentleman. 

I have the pleasure of sending you for your acceptance a few tracts 
as a token of regard and respect, and remain, 

Yours most obediently, 

Calcutta, June 4, 1824. Raikmorun Roy. 

P.8. — From the pamphlet, Nos. 6 and 7, published by a neighbour 
of mine, and another by a friend, you will perceive to what a degree 
of ridicule the Trinitarian preachers have brought the religion they 
profess among the enlightened natives of India. I hope to God these 
Missionaries m^y at length have their eyes opened to see their own 
errors. R. M. R. 
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Lrttrr to Mr. Buekiwjhom 

My i>i:aii Sik, — A disagreeable circumstance will oblige me to lie 
out the whole of this afternoon, and as I shall probably on my return 
home feel so much fatigued as to he unfit for your company, I am afraid 
1 must ho under the necessity of denying myself the pleasure of your 
Society this evening; more especially as my mind is depressed by the 
latt news from Europe. T would force myself to wait on you to-night, 
U'n f proposed to do, were I not convinced of your willingessto make 
allowance for unexpected circumstances. 

From the late unhappy news, I am obliged to conclude that I shall 
nt »t live to see liberty universally restored to the nations of Europe, and 
Asiatic nations, especially those that are European colonies, possessed 
of a greater degree of the same Messing than what they now enjoy 

Under these circumstance 1 consider the cause of the Neapolitans 
as my own, and their enemies as ours. Enemies to liberty and friends 
of despotism have never been and never w ill be, ultimately successful. 

Adieu, ami believe me, 

Yours very sincerely, 

Au'inst llth , is:> 7 . Kammojivn Hoy. 


Lrttrr toj. 1). HatVn, Ktttj of BriatuL 

lb \k Snt, Mrs. M.vnm.w being about to depart for Europe, has 
Kindly olVered to take charge of any letter or pamphlet that I may 
address to you, I embrace this opportunity of acknowledging the 
icceipt of your letter ami of the hooks, your excellent father's Lectures 
on Moral Philosophy, Ac., which I had the honour to receive through 
Mi > Mvitiikw upwards of two years ago, and apologizing to you for 
the delay which has unavoidably taken place in answering your kind 
communication. For a period of more than tw o years, owing to the most 
alYectiug circumstances arising from the hostile feelings of some 
individuals towards my family, I found myself unable to pursue any 
undertaking or carry on correspondence, even with those whom J 
sincerely loved and revered, either residing in this country or in any 
other part of the globe. As I intend to lay those circumstances before 
the public within a short period in the form of a pamphlet, I refrain 
from detailing them at present. 1 however trust that in consideration 


\<)<lh'«n1 to Jaio* Si i k Mm kiv.iitx when at Calcutta. 
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of the accident alluded to, you will kindly excuse the apparent neglect 
of which I confess I am guilty, and for which I have no other apology 
to offer. 

I rejoice to learn that the friends of the cause of religious truth 
have exerted themselves in the promotion of the true system of religion 
in India, and have remitted about lo,(X)0 rupees to the care of Messrs 
Alexander and Co. for religious purposes, and that the ltev. Mr. Aim* 
hopes to be enabled to resume his missionary pursuits bv the latter 
end of this month. The time of a fair trial is approaching, and truth 
I doubt not will expose the corruptions and absurd notions which have 
gradually disfigured genuine Christianity, and have brought it to a 
level with heathen mythology. Iam happy to inform you that tho 
books which you kindly presented me with were deservedly placed in 
our Library 9 under the care of the Rev. Mr. Adam. A few copies of 
the Improved Version will be of much use to our friends here The 
Rev. Mr. Fox has intimated his intention to furnish us with a certain 
number of that work. 

Should you happen to see Dr. Cakuextkr, you will oblige me by 
presenting my best respects to that gentleman. ] shall soon embrace 
an opportunity of bringing myself in writing to his recollection. 

I have the pleasure to send you a copy of a pamphlet (a Bengalee 
Grammar in Fmglish) which has lately been published, and beg you 
will accept of it as a token of the regard and respect I entertain for 
you. With my fervent wishes for your health and success, I remain, 

Dear Sir, 

Yours most faithfully, 

Rammohun Itm. 

Calcutta, Fch. 7th , 1S27. 


Letter to Mrs. Woodford , of Brighton. 

24, Bedford Square. 

April 27th , ISM. 

My dear Madam, — I now have the pleasure of begging your 
acceptance of the accompanying copy of my remarks on India, and of 
another copy of a pamphlet on the abolition of the practice of burning 
Hindoo widows alive. You will, I am sure, be highly gratified to 
learn that the present Governor-General of India has sufficient moral 
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courage to afford them protection against their selfish relations, who 
cruell* seil to take advantage of their tender feelings in the name 
and * .dor the cloak of religion. It mimthave afforded Mr. Woommm 
and ' » rself much gratification to learn, by the tirst conveyance, the 
divi .1 on the second reading of the Reform Hill Tlie «t niggles are 
not merely between the reformers and anti-reformers, hut between 
liberty and tyranny throughout the world ; between justice and inju»tu e, 
and between right and wrong. Hut from a reflection on the past 
events of history, we clearly perceive that liberal principles in politics 
and religion have been long gradually, but steadily, gaining ground, not- 
withstanding the opposition and obstinacy of despots ami bigots. 
T am still unable to determine the period ot my departure fiom 
London, and my visits to you in the country. 1 may perhaps do 
myself that pleasure. 

Rammoiii N RoY 

IaUci' to William liathbotw, Esq. 

48, Bedford Sijir.tUK, London, 

July ' 1st , JiW 

My dear Sir, — I am m/w happy to find myself fully justified m 
congratulating you and my other friends at Liverpool on the compldc 
success of the Reform Bills, notwithstanding the violent opposition 
and want of political principle on the part of the aristocrats. 'I he 
nation can no longer be a prey of the few who used to fill their purses 
at the expense, nay, to the ruin of the people for a pciiod (if upwards 
of fifty years. The Ministers have honestly and firmly discharged 
their duty, and provided the people with means of securing their 
rights. I hope and pray that the people, the mighty people of L up- 
land, may now in like manner do theirs, cherishing public spit it and 
liberal principles, at the same time banishing bribery, comiption and 
selfish interests, from public proceedings. 

As I publicly avowed that in the event of the Reform Bill being 
defeated I would renounce my connection with this count iy, I 
refrained from "writing to you or any other friend in Liverpool until 1 
knew the result. Thank heaven I can now feel proud of being one of 
your fellow-subjects, and heartily rejoice that I have had the infmdc 
happiness of witnessing the salvation of the nation, nay of the whole 
world. 
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Pray, remember me kindly to Mr. Croitkk and Mr. Benson, and 
present my best respects to Mrs. Rathuoxe and lore to the children ; 
believe me, 

My dear Sir, 

Yours very sincerely, 

Ram noHix Row 

P. S. — If the German philosopher is still at Liverpool, lie good 
enough to remember me kindly to him, and inform him that we have 
succeeded in the reform question without having recourse to the 
principles of phrenology. It. M. R. 

fetter to M r. Woodford, of Brighton . 

dANCAKV, dl»t lSdl. 

Mv dear Sir, -I had on the 27th the pleasure of receiving your 
obliging communication, and beg to oifer you and Mrs. W. iny best 
thanks for this mark of attention towards me. I lejoice to observe 
that the translation of the Vedas, &c., which I presented to Mrs. \V. 
before my departure for the continent of Europe, has proved interest- 
ing to her and to yourself. I am now confirmed in the opinion, that 
her good 6ense and her rational devotion to religion will not induce 
her to reject any reasonable sentiments, on the ground that they are 
not found in this book, or in that volume. 

I was detained in France too late to proceed to Italy last year ; 
besides, without a knowledge of French, I found myself totally unable 
to carry on communication with foreigners, with auy degree of 
facility. Hence I thought I would not avail myself of my travels 
through Italy and Austria to my own satisfaction. I have been- 
studying French with a French gentleman who accompanied me to 
London, and now is living with me. 

IshaUbemost happy to receive your nephew, Mr. Kimiuke, as 
I doubt not his company and conversation as your relative, and a firm 
friend of liberal principles, will be a source of delight to me. I thank 
you for the mention you made of Sir Hesky Straohkw His talents, 
acquirements and manners, have rendered his name valuable to those 
who know him and can appreciate his merits. To the best of my 
belief and recollection, I declare that I do not know a native of Persia 
or India who could repeat Persian with greater accuracy than. 
British-born gentleman. 

Rammohun Roy. 



LETTERS. 


«7 


Letter to Mr. Woodford. 

48, Brdfokd Square, 

Aufptrt 22nd, 1833. 

My dear Sib,— I was glad to hear from Mr. Caret some time 
ago, that you and Mrs. W. were in good health when he saw you last ; 
and Sir Henry Stracuey, whom I had the pleasure of seeing about 
three weeks ago, has confirmed the same information. He is indeed 
an extraordinary man ; and I feel delighted whenever I have an oppor- 
tunity of conversing with that philosopher. I have been rather poorly 
for some days past ; I am now getting better, and entertain a hope 
of proceeding to the country in a few days, when I will endeavour to 
pay you a visit in Taunton. The reformed Parliament has disappointed 
the people of England; the ministers may perhaps redeem their 
pledge during next session. The failure of several mercantile houses 
in Calcutta has produced much distrust, both in India and England. 
The news from Portugal is highly gratifying, though another struggle 
is still expected. I hope you will oblige me by presenting to Mrs. W. 
with my best respects, the accompanying copy of a translation, giving 
an account of the system of religion which prevailed in Central India, 
at the time of the invasion of that country by Alexander the Great. 

Ramrohi'n Rot. 


[The following three letter* Ui? taken from If. nieknrdH's “India/’ The addmutM* 
are not known. — Ki>.] 

My dear Sir, — I have this moment the pleasure of receiving your 
note of this day. I beg to apologize to you for having kept until this 
time the volumes which you very kindly lent me. Interruptions pre- 
vented me from completing my perusal of them as soon as I wished ; I 
now return them with my sincere thanks, and if perfectly convenient, 
you will, I hope, oblige me by a loan of the third, and by allowing me 
again a perusal of the second after a month or two. I think it is 
incumbent upon every man who detests despotism, and abhors bigotry, 
to defend the character of our illustrious minister, Mr. Canning, and 
support his administration if possible. I will, therefore, embrace an- 
other opportunity of performing what I consider my duty. In the 
meantime I remain with sincere regard aud esteem, 

October P, 1827—7 p. m. Yours most sincerely, 

Pray execuse haste. Rammohun Roy. 
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Mr dear Sir, — Allow me to return the volume containing the 
evidence on the state of Ireland, which you so very kindly lent me. 
It is, I presume, impossible for an uninterested person to peruse it 
as it is, and not come to a determination to second the cause of 
Catholic Emancipation; I content myself with an appeal to your 
humanity and good sense. 1 regret ve ry much that I, who am heartily 
anxious to co-operate with you in all reli gious and secular matters, 
should be compelled to differ so widely from you in this single out 
important point. As there is, I fear, no chance of any change in our 
respective opinions on this subject, I hasten to conclude this with 
my fervent wishes for your health and success in all your views and 
undertakings in India, and remain 


November 23, 1827 


Yours 7ery sincerely, 

Rammoiiun Roy. 


My dear Sir, — I have been with infinite satisfaction given to 
■understand by Col. Watson, that you opposed the emancipition of 
your Catholic fellow-subjects merely for the sake of argument, probably 
to know what the other party could advance in support of it. I was, 
however, at a loss till yesterday that a person like yourself, so liberal 
iin every other point and bo kind even to & humble foreigner such as 
I am, should be unfriendly towards his own countrymen, and should 
*be indifferent about their political degradation under the cloak of 
t religion . I am now relieved from that anxiety, and wishing you with 
jail my heart every success both at home and abroad, I remain, 


December 8 , 1827 . 


Yours very sincerely 

Rammohux Roy. 


[The following letters and extracts from letters are taken from “ The Life and Letters 
of Rajs Rammohun Roy/* by Mists Sophia Dolnon Collet— Ed.] 

“ Rammohuri Roy to Mr. John Dujby y England. 

“ I take this opportunity of giving you a summary account of my 
proceedings since the period of your departure from India. 

“ The consequence of my long and uninterrupted researches into 
religious tnith has been that I have found the doctrines of Christ 
more conducive to moral principles, and better adapted for the use 
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of rational being*, than any others which have come to rr,v knowledge , 
and have also found Hindus in general more superstitious and 
miserable, both in performance of their religious rites, and in their 
domestic concerns, than the rest of the known nations on the 
eartn. I, therefore, with a view of making them happy and comfor- 
table both here and hereatter, not only employed verbal arguments 
agamst the absurdities of the idolatry practised bv them, but also 
translated their most revered theological work, namely, Vedant, into 
Bengali and Hindustani and also several chapters of the Ved, in order 
to convince them that the unity of God. and absurdity of idolatry 
are evidently pointed out Dy their own scriptures. I, however, in the 
beginning of my pursuits met with the greatest opposition from 
their self-interested leaders, the Brahmins, and was deserted by my 
nearest relations ; 1 consequently felt extremely melancholy ; in that 
critical situation, the only comfort that I had was the consoling and 
rational conversation of mv European friends, especially those of 
Scotland and England. 

“I now, with the greatest pleasure, inform you that several 
of my countrymen have risen superior to their prejudices ; many 
are inclined to seek for the truth ; and a great number of those 
who dissented from me have now coincided with me in opinion. This 
engagement has prevented me from proceeding to Europe as soon as 
I could wish ; but you may depend upon my setting off for England 
within a short period of time ; and if you do not return to India before 
October next, you will most probably receive a letter from me 
informing you of the exact time of my departure for England, and of 
the name of the vessel on which 1 shall embark.’ * 


[Extract from aletter. dated January 18, 1828 J 
I agree with you that in point of vices the Hindus are not worse 
than the generality of Christians in Europe and America; but I 
regret to Bay that the present system of religion adhered to by the 
Hindus is not well calculated to promote their political interest. The 
distinction of castes, introducing innumerable divisions and sub- 
divisions among them has entirely deprived them of patriotic feeling, 
and the multitude of religious rites and ceremonies and die laws 
of purification have totally disqualified them from undertaking 
any difficult enterprise It is, I think, necessary that some 
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You will perceive from my letter to HiBe Kiddell that I am to b 
detained here a week longer at the sacrifice of my feelings. I, how 
ever, cannot help reflecting that to entertain a hope of enjoying th 
society of friends (though for a short time, say one month) is mor 
pleasant than bringing it to a termination by the completion of it 
Adieij, for the present. 

I remain, 

Yours verv sincerely and obliged, 

Rammohun Rot. 


(To Miss Ann Kiddell.] 

48 , Bedford Square. 

July 24th, 1833. 

Dear Madam, — From my anxiety to proceed to Bristol, heavy 
duties appeared to me light, and difficult tasks had seemed easily 
manageable. The consequence was that I met with disappoint- 
ments from time to time which I felt severely. To-day is the third 
reading of the Indian Bill in the Houee of Commons, after long 
vaxatious debates in the committee, impeding its progress under 
different pretensions. After the Bill has passed the Lower Horse, 
I will lose no time in ascertaining how it will stand in the Upper 
Branch, and will immediately leave London without waiting for the 
final result. I will proceed direct to Bristol next week, and on my 
way to (from ?) London I will endeavour to visit my acquaintances 
at Bath and its vicinity. I deeply regret that I should have been 
prevented from fulfilling my intention this week, by circumstances 
over which I had no control. 

I feel very much obliged by your kind suggestions contained in 
my son’s letter. You may depend on my adhering to them. 1 
intend to leave this place a little before 10 a. m., that I may arrive 
there on the morning of the following day. Before 1 leave London 
I hope to be able to procure the situation for your young relative. 
Fray present mv kindest regards to Miss Castle, and believe me, 
dear Madam, 

Yours very Bincerelv. 

Rammohun Rot 
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[To Miss Kidd ell.] 

48 Bedford Square, 

August 16th % 1S33. 

Dear Madam, — I have now the pleasure of inf .ruling you that I feel 
relieved, and will proceed to Stapleton Grove on Thursday next. I 
beg you will excuse this short letter as I am incessantly engaged in 
making preparations, particularly in writing letters to India and in 
different parts of this country. Pray, give my love to my son and my 
kind regards to Miss Castle, and believe me, dear Madam, 

Yours very sincerely, 

Raumohun Roy 

P S. — Miss Hare presents her compliments to yourself and Miss 
•Castle. 

R. R. 
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PETITION TO GOVERNMENT AGAINST REGULATION 
m OF 1828 FOR THF RESUMPTION OF 
LAKfJERAJ LANDS.* 


To TBt' Right Honourable Lord William Cavendish Bbntinck, 
Governor-General in Council, Ac., Ac., Ac. 

The hnmhtc petition of the undermentioned inhabitant* of Bengal. Rfhnr. and 
OrisRah, Sheweth : 

Tliat, placed as your petitioners are, under the sole protection 0 / 
British rule, they confidently feel justified when oppressed, in claiming 
justice and paternal care from that power, and approaching for redress 
the footstool of your Lordship, the local representative of their 
sovereign, and the immediate guardian of the safety and security of 
ttieir lives and property. With this Btrong impression, your petitioners 
most humbly appeal (0 your Lordship in Council against the operation 
or Regulation III ot 1828 recently passed by Government, which 
appears to your petitioners unprecedented in severity and unparal- 
lelled in oppression. 

That your petitioners, in the tirsi instance, entreat your Lordship's 
permission to bring to your notice the preamble of Regulation XIX 
of 1793, containing the solemn assurances of justice couched in the 
following terms : The Governor-General in Council ' has further 
resolved that the claims of the public on their lands, (provided they, 
the holdei&of such lands, as are exempted from the payment of public 
revenue, register the grants as required in the Regulation) shall be 
tried in the courts of judicature, that no such exempted lands may be 
subjected to the payment of revenue until the titles of the proprietor 
shall have been adjudged invalid by a hnal judicial decree. Tour 
petitioners trust, after a reference to the language above quoted, your 

1 ThiH ir reprinted from the Asiatic Journal 'oi, 1 , New uim Jau.-April 1830 It 
'»». probable that it ie. *r it ie generally known to be, the prod-iction of Rammohnn Roy 
However, it hue been inserted m me Appendix, or there ie no direct evidence, except what 
Mr Adam w.ye in Ins lecture on the Life and l^lioiirv of Barnmnnun Roy 



036 


APPENDIX. 


Lordship will not consider their hopes of legal protection founded 
upon slight grounds, and their fears excited by the contrary plan laid 
down in the present Regulations, as mere creations of fancy. The 
whole of the tenour of the preamble, your petitioners presume, clearly 
exhibits, that although Marquis Cornwallis, then the Governor-General 
of India, was as desi rous as any of his successors to resume such lands 
as were alienated in opposition to the ancient and existing laws of the 
country, yet, from strict regard for the principles of justice, and for the 
spirit and usages of the British law, his Lordship felt dissuaded from 
empowering a collector, an agent in behalf of government, to exercise 
judicial power over the parties whose rights were to be contested by 
that government. 

That your petitioners, in the second place, beg your Lordship’s 
attention to Regulation II of 1819, which, though it varies from 
Regulation XIX of 1793 in some essential points, yet guarantees 
to your petitioners that no part of their property can be rendered 
liable to attachment without the decision of a higher and more 
adequate authority than a collector of land revenue, or can be 
subjected to forfeiture without a chance of redress from the established 
judicial courts and the regular courts of appeal. Your petitioners, 
however, deeply regret to find themselve suddenly deprived of their 
long-cherished confidence by the threatening promulgation of Regula- 
tion III of 1828, and being on the eve of ruin, they are driven to the 
necessity of appealing to your I/)r dship in Council, and humbly, but 
parnestly, solicit your Lordship’s condescending attention to the 
grounds of their complaint. 

That clause 1st, sec. iv. of the Regulation in question, wtally 
overlooking the solemn pledge contained in the preamble of Regulation 
XIX of 1793, has authorized a collector to institute inquiries in regard 
to lands free of assessment, without previously obtaining the sanction 
of the Board of Revenue for such inquiry, as required in section 15 
Regulation XIX, and in article first, section v, Regulation II of 1819 
and has transferred ‘the force and effect’ of a judicial decree to any de 
cision that the collector may pass upon such inquiry against the presen 
holder of lands of the above description ; that the second and thirc 
articles of the same section not only invest a collector with unre 9 trainec 
power to adjudge any land in possession of individuals to be the pro 
perty of government, but give him further absolute authority 4 to carry 
immediately into effect his decree bv attaching and assessing the land. 
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so adjudged, without being required to refer hie decision to a higher 
authority for confirmation, as directed in section xx, Regulation II of 
1819. Your Lordship will now perceive that a collector of land- 
revenue is, by virtue of his office, empowered in the first instance to 
search out lands subject to the claims of government ; he again is au- 
thorized to prefer an action before himself as a judge against the party 
who may be supposed to have been illicitly in possession of them ; and 
lastly, he is rendered competent not only to adjudge the land to be 
the property of government, but also to dispossess the present pro- 
prietor of the same land by a stroke of his pen in 'a Persian roobakarce’ 
held by himself. In short, a collector is under one capacity 
commissioned to act the part of plaintiff, while under another the same 
•collector is vested with the power of discharging functions of an 
absolutely judicial nature, in passing a decree in cases in which he in 
fact stands as plaintiff or informer, and to carry immediately into effect 
whatever decree he may pass, a system which your petitioners presume 
the most despotic government might feel reluctant to adopt. 

That your petitioners further beg leave to bring to the notice of 
your Lordship the hardship and difficulty they naturally dread from 
the operation of the regulation at issue. In sec. xxii, Regulation II of 
1810, Government bestowed upon your native subjects the privilege of 
seeking redress against the decision of the highest revenue authorities 
(the boards of revenue) from the nearest zillah or city court, in cases in 
which the amount of demand did not exceed 500 rupeees ; that the most 
indigent individuals, or men engaged in husbandry or humbie 
professions, might easily have access to that court without experienc- 
ing much inconvenience or incurring heavy expenses ; besides, they 
were permitted in section xxvi, Regulation II of 1819, to appeal to a 
hi gher judicial authority for the vindication of their rights, on the 
supposition that the decision passed by a zillah or city judge was 
unjust or erroneous But your petitioners, with the deepest regret, 
feel compelled to entreat, your Lordship will refer to clause fifth, sec- 
tion iv of the present Regulation, virtually denying your native 
subjects all means of self-defence. Though the above clause justifies in 
theory an appeal to a special commissioner against the decision of a 
collector, yet it has rendered such an appeal in almost two cases out 
of three; almost afwolutely impracticable, since numerous individuals 
rtmrr ;'..g small pieces of land of the above description are so occupied 
:in the pumtut of their livelihood, as to make it practically impossible 
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for them to leave their respective families and occupations, to 
proceed to a distant station for the purpose of conducting an 
appeal before a special commissioner. Moreover, the collectors in 
general, from their want of experience of judicial duties are not, and 
canuot, your petitioners presume, be regarded as sufficiently com- 
petent to institute judicial investigation ; their decisions, consequently, 
could not bear that weight and respect which are attacned to a 
decree passed by au experienced judicial officer of government ; 
under these circumstances, any investigation that may be held by 
a special commissioner, when appealed to him against the decisior 
of a collector, would, in point of fact, be the first as well as last 
judicial trial 

Your petitioners further beg your lordship's liberal consideration 
of the long period that has elapsed since the officers of government were 
commanded to inquire into the validity of the tenures of lakrauj 
lands. Severe as the provisions of the present regulations are, and 1 
widely as they depart from the spirit of that of lx>rd Cornwallis, it 
would have beeii happy for the people, had even such modes of 
investigation a* are there laid down been acted upon with prompti- 
tude Not only, however, has the cautious and just regard for 
the safety of private property evinced by that just and wise statesman 
been set aside, but that, too, under circumstances iu many instance* 
far more unfavourable for the security of your native subjects than if 
their rights had been tried at his time. 

SunntuU, and other records, which might then have been produced 
so a< to place vour petitioners’ titles, beyond dispute, have, from the 
many accidents to which paper* are liable been lost or destroyed. 
In cases of deputed aud divided succession, and of dis)>ossesbion by 
judicial or revenue sales, your Lordship will readily understand how 
often the possessions of the titles must have been withheld from the 
actual owner of land, however rightful his succession to the property. 
Fire inundation, and the ' ravages of destructive insects or vermin, 
have, in the course of thirty-live years, necessarily caused many, 
important documents to berish, and it is alter the lapse of such 
a period, that they are now called to maKe good, before a new 
species of tribunal, rights which have so long remained undis- 
turbed. 

You i petitioners confidently affirm, that or rcrerence to the 
revenue aud judicial records of the illah9 and ities it will be found 
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that, there are innumerable instances in which lands free of assessment 
have been, since 1793, transferred to different hands by sale at t- Ke 
public auctions, superintended either by revenue or by judicial officers, 
for the recovery of arrears of revenue due to government, or for the 
satisfaction of judicial decrees. These have been purchased by 
individuals of course on the public faith, and hitherto possessed by 
them without molestation. Now your Lordship in Council maybe 
pleased to judge whether it would be in anv way consistent with 
justice, that such lands should again be resumed from these 
purchasers, on the grounds of their titles being invalid, and assumed 
by government, whose public officers once previously obtained their 
value in satisfaction of the demand of Government upon their prior 
possessors. 

That your petitioners, without tear of contradiction, can plead 
their past and present conduct as a proof of their unshaken and 
continued loyaly and attachment to the British rule in India. Thev have 
carefully entertained the hope of daily amelioration in their condition, 
from the augmenting and established power and possessions acquired 
by the wisdom of their rulers ; but they feel painfully disappointed 
in that expectation when on comparing with each other, the 
language used and the spirit manifested on the one and the 
same subject, 111 Regulations XIX <>l 1793 11 of 1819, and 
III of 1828. Your petitioner perceive, w itli inexpressible grief, 
a gradual mu i be ft nee exhibited toward their righ ts and interests. As 
local subjects, however, they are in duty bound to lay candidly before 
vour Lordship their grievances, and mucc reiv pray that your Lordship 
in Council, for the honour of the British name, and from a sense of 
justice, may be pleased to rescind the Regulation complained of, and 
thereby save thousands of families of your dutiful subjects from uttei 
ruin. 

And your petitioners, us in duty hound shall eve» p»ay. 




A PRESENT 

TO THE BELIEVERS IN ONE GOD : 

BEING A TRANSLATION OF 

TUHFATUL MUWAHHIDDIN 

BY 

RAJA RAMMOHUN ROY. 




INTRODUCTION.* 


1 TKAVK.Li.fti> in the remotest parts of the world, in plains as 
well as in liil I \ lands, and found the inhabitants thereof agreeing 
generally in believing in the personality of One Being Who is tie 
source of all that exists and its governor, and disagreeing in giving 
peculiar attributes to that Being and in holding different creeds 
consisting of the doctrines of religion and precept* of lutram (forbid- 
den) and hnlttl (lawful). FYom this Induction it has been known to 
me lhat turning generally towards One Internal Being, is like a 
natural tendency in human beings and is common to all individuals 
of mankind equally. And the inclination of each sect, of mankind to 
a particular tiod or (iods, holding certain especial attributes, and to 
some peculiar forms of worship or devotion, is an excrescent quality 
grown (in mankind) by habit and training. \Yhat a \ast difference 
is there between nature and habit I Some of these sectarians are 
ready to confute the creeds of others owing to a disagreement with 
them, claiming the truth of the sayings of their predecessors; 
while those predecessors also like other men were liable to commit 
sins and mistakes. Hence »t may not be improper if it be said 
that all of them are either right or wrong. In the former case, 
two contradictories come together *t*Z*.t (which is logi- 


cally inadmissible). In the latter ease, it may not be improper 
if it be Aaid that either falsehood is to be attributed to some 
religions particularly or commonly to all ; in the first case tnrjik 
hi hi miiivjjrh /. <•-. gi'ing preference without there 

being aiiv reason for it (which is logically inadmissible), follows. 
Hence falsehood is common to all religions without distinction. ' 
have explained this (my opinion) in Persian, as it is more intelligible 
to the people of Ajam (i. c. Non-Arabians). 


:i iiia^rrb uml elaborate exposition of the views e 
the .utihoi s It# b, pin l» fed* N;.grmlr,m.di 
pp. I b‘»‘» £i> 


•xprtMuvcl in this pomplcrt. 
( battei ii. Third Ktl » ej. 
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Happy is the time of tnoee who endeavour to discriminate the con- 
ditions which are found in persons as the effect of habit and con- 
stant intercourse [with men], and differentiate the qualities which 
are the consequences of the nature of the species and the tempera- 
jnents of individuals, and inquire into the truth and falsehood of 
the different principles of the various religions without favour- 
ing any, nay, to the best of their power, examine the already proved 
(or axiomatic) principles of the people, without favouring (or 
unbiassed by) the views [generally] expressed. As the finding out 
of the truth of things of different utility and the knowledge of the 
degrees of the works producing hidden results, which is the 
greatest factor [in the nature] of the perfect man and which is in its 
nature immensely veiled and very difficult [to understand] ; so most* 
of the leaders of different creeds, for perpetuating their, names and 
enhancing their reputation, have declared some special beliefs in the 
form of pure truths resting on miracles or on the power of the tongue 
and devices suited to the condition of the congregation, and have in 
a way so attracted the majority of the people towards them, that these 
helpless [persons], bound in obedience and servitude, having wholly 
lost the eye and heart of perception, consider it sinful to distin- 
guish between actual goodness and apparent sin in the execution 
of the orders of their leader ; and in consideration of their faith and 
for the sake ef their sect, consider the killing and torturing of others 
as a highly meritorious act, notwithstanding that they are one in 
essence, the branches of one tree. They consider their pure faith in 
the leader, notwithstanding their commission of the basest acts, e. g, 
lying, misappropriation, robbery, adultery, &c., which arc sins in the 
next world (i. e. spiritual offences) and harmful to the public [41 thin 
world], as a means of their liberation from their sins. And they spend 
their most invaluable time in reading stories and accounts which are 
difficult to believe in, which strengthen their faith in the ancient and 
modern leaders of their faith. If by chance any serious-minded person 
among them shows an inclination to inquire tyito the truth of his faith, 
it is customary among the followers of that faith to attribute this in- 
clination to the promptings of Satan and as destructive of worldly 
and religious prospects, and he immediately turns from it In fact, 


60 



946 A PRESENT TO THE 

every one , by constant nearing of the wonderful accounts (which are 
impossible of occurrence) of his forefathers and the praises of the 
good results of the acceptance of the faith of that community in 
which he is born and brought up, from the lips of his relatives and 
neighbours at a time before maturity when his faculties possessed 
greater susceptibility of receiving impressions of ideas, acquires 
such a firm belief in the truth of the principles of his creed, that 
notwithstanding the falsity of most of the principles of his adopted 
faith, he gives them preference to those of all other faiths and shows 
every day fresh love of and belief in that faith. Therefore it is 
evident/ that after accepting a particular creed with such firmness 
and strength, the serious reason of any one coupled with knowledge 
acquired even during the time of majority, cannot be sufficient for 
finding out the true nature of a faith which for so many years has 
been believed in without enquiry into its truth or falsehood. 

Rather, that very man in the hope of attaining the honour of 
being a vuijtahul or religious expounder, girds up his loins to invent 
traditional and rational arguments in order to give strength to the 
doctrines of his faith. The muqallids [or common people following 
that religion by blind imitation] who are always anxious at heart to 
give preference to their faith to other religions according to the pro- 
verb that t A * Hoo f is sufficient, for (exciting) a mad fellow,” making 
those invented and gilded arguments the grounds of their dissensions 
pride in their own faith, and decry the faith of others. If by change 
through want of prudence a single person utters a word or a question 
against the articles of his faith, his co-religionists in case of having 
power, make over that inexperienced fellow to the tongue (point) of 
the spear (i. e. kill him), and In case of their having no such opportu- 
nity make him over to the spear of the tongue (i. e, overload him with 
reproaches and slanders). The influence of these leaders over their 
followers and the extent of their submission to them have reached 
such a degree that some people having a firm belief in tne sayings 
of their leaders, think some stones and vegetables or animals 
to be the real objects of their worship ; and in opposing those who 
may attempt to destroy those objects of their worship or to insult 
them,, they think shedding the blood of others or sacrificing their own 
lives, an object of pride in'this world, and a cause of salvation in the 
next. It is more strange that the mujtahid$ or religious expounders 
of them also after the examples of their leaders of other religions, 
putting aside justice and honesty, try to invent passages in the form 
of reasonable arguments in support of these articles of faith, which 
are evidently nonsensical and absurd, and thereby try to give strength 
to the faith of the common people, who are deprived of insight and 
discretion. 
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“We Reek the protection of God from the temptations of our lower 

selves, end from the guilt of our deed*.”* 

Although it oennot be denied that the social instinct in man 
ilwnn'i* that every individual of this species should have permanent 
regulations for the [different) stages of life and for living together, 
but social laws depend on an understanding of each other's meaning 
for ideas) and on certain rules which separate the property of one 
from that of another, and provide for the removal of the pain which 
oge gives to another. Making these the basis, the inhabitants of ail 
the countries, distant islands and lofty mountains, have according 
to their progress and intellectuality, formed words indicative of the 
meaning and origin of faiths on which at pret*eut stand the govern* 
ments of the world. As the foundation of faiths is based on tiis 
truth of the existence of the soul (which is deiined as an essence 
regulating the body) and on the existence of the next world, which 
is held to»be the place of receiving rewards and punishments for the 
good and evit deeds done in this world after the separation of the 
soul from the body ; they (mankind) are to be excused in admitting 
and teaching the doctrine of the existence of the soul and the next 
world (although the real nature of both is hidden) for the sake of the 
welfare of the people (society), as they simply, for the fear of punish- 
ment in the next world and of the penalties inflicted by the earthly 
authorities, refrain from the commission of illegal deeds. But as at 
appendage to the belief in these two indispensable doctrines, hundreds 
of useless 'hardships and privations regarding eating and drinking, 
purity and impurity, auspiciousness and inauspicioiisness, Ac., have 
been added, and thus’they have become causes of injury and detrimen- 
tal to social life and sources of trouble and Bewilderment to the people, 
instead of tending to the amelioration of the condition of society. 

O God! Notwithstanding implicit faith in the orders of the 
mnjtdhids or the doctors of religion, there is always such an innate 
faonlty existin g in the nature of mankind that in case any person of 
Mound mind, before or after assuming the doctrines of any religion, 
flifcWm an impartial and jnst enquiry into the nature of the principles 
of religious doctrines, of different nations, there is a strong hope 
that he will be able to distinguish the truth from untruth and true 
propositions from fallacious ones, and also he, becoming free from 
the useless restraints of religion which sometimes become sources of 
prejudice of one against another and causes of physical and mental 
troubles, will turn to the One Being who is the fountain of the 
harmonious organization of the universe, and will pay attention to 
the good of society. “Whom God I stujp (to the righteous path) there is 
mme to mfsltfflf him and whom he mismtds there is no leader /or him") 

•A qwtsllm 1mm tW Herts. * A qnoOtfcw tram (hr Haunt, 


948 


A PRESENT TO THE 


It is to be seen that every religion claims that the true Creator 
has created mankind for discharging the duties connected with the* 
welfare of the present and future life by observing the tenets of that 
particular religion ; and that the followers of other religions who- 
differ from them in articles of faith, are liable to punishment and 
torments in the future life. And as each particular class expects- 
the good results of its own acts and of the bad results of those of the 
followers of other religions in the life after death, therefore one 
cannot refute the dogmas of the other at present, but only sows the 
seeds of prejudice and disunion in their heart, instead of purity and 
frankness, and considers the other deprived of the benefits of the next 
world: whereas it is quite evident that all of then) are living here 
equally enjoying the blessings of nature (lit. heaven), as the light of 
the stars, the pleasure of the season of spring, the fall of rain, health 
of body, easy circumstances, beauty of body and mind, &c„ as well as 
suffer from the same inconveniences and pain, darkness and severity 
of cold and mental disease 4ml narrowness of circumstances and 
deformity of body and mind, without any distinction in being the 
follower of a particular religion. 

Although each individual without the instruction or guidance of 
any one, simply by keen insight, into, and deep observation of, the 
mysteries of nature such as different modes of life fixed for different 
kinds of animals and vegetables and propagation of their species 
and the rules of the movements of the planets and stars ana endow- 
ment of innate affection in animals towards their offspring without 
expecting any return, and without knowing the conditions which 
favour the growth and decay of the mineral, vegetable and animal 
kingdoms, has an innate faculty in him by which he can infer that 
there' exists a Being Who (with His wisdom) governs the whole 
universe ; yet it is clear that every one in imitation of the nation in 
which he has been brought up, believes the tenets of that creed in 
their entirety. For instance, some of them believe in a just God 
possessing human attributes such as anger, mercy, hatred and love ; 
and others believe in a Being comprehending and extending all 
oyer nature ; a few are inclined to atheism (or thinking yoo Duhr or 
nature as the creative principle of the Universe), and some of them 
give Divine attributes to large created beings and make them objects 
of worship. These persons do not make any distinction between 
the beliefs which are the results of a special training and habit and 
an absolute belief in the existence of the Source of Creation, which 
is indispensable for man, and not being accustomed to the enquiry 
into the reality of the sequence of cause and effect, believe in 
bathing In a river and seeing a tree or a stone and In penance 
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.alid purchasing forgiveness of their crime from thr high priests, Ac., 
according to the peculiarities of different religions) to be the cause 
of salvation and purification from the sins of a whole life. And they 
think that this purification is the effect of thofce objects of their 
beliefs and the sanctity of their priests without the instrumentality 
'Of their own opinion and faith, while those do not produce any 
effect on thpse who do not agree with them in those beliefs. Had 
there been any real effect of these imaginary things, it must have 
been common to all nations of different persuasions and should not 
have been confined to one particular nation’s belief and habits. 
For although the degree of the strength of the effect varies according 
to the different capacities of persons subject to it, yet it is not 
•dependent upon the belief of a certain believer. Do you not see 
that if a poison be taken by any one, in the belief that it is a sweet- 
meat, it must produce its effects on ne eater and kill him ? “ 0 God , 
gibe me t true power for making distinction between habit and nature.** 

The centres of the circles of faiths (or the originators of different 
tilths) have given an interpretation of a miracle attributing (or 
assuming) it to themsHves as a passport [to the confidence of the 
people in them] and for increasing the faith of the common people. 

It is customary with common people overpowered bv fprevalentl 
opinion that when they sec any act or thing done or found, beyond 
their power of comprehension, or of which thev cannot find out any 
oovious cause, they ascribe it to supernatural power or miracle. 
Tne secret lies in this, that in this world the existence of each rests 
Oh apparent causes and different conditions and modes of justice, 
■so that if we take fully into consideration the near and remote 
causes for and against a thing, we may say that In the existence of 
that thing, the whole universe is concerned.* But when for want of 
experience and owing to narrrowness [of views] the cause of a thing 
remains hidden to any one, another person having found it a good 
opportunity for achieving his object ascribes it to his own super- 
natural power and thereby attracts people to himself. In the present 
age in India, belief in supernatural and miraculous things has grown 
to such a degree that the people, when they find any wonderful 

• With the ides expressed here may be compared the following line# from 
TeBnyaon 

u Flower in the crannied wan, 

I pluck you out of the crannies, 

I hold you here, root and all, in my hand, 

Little flower— but if I could understand 
What*you are, root and all, and all in all, 

1 should know what God and man it.** — E d. 
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things, the origin of which they can ascribe to tb*lr by-gone heroes 
or the present saints, immediately ascribe it them, and although there 
I >e an obvious existence of its cause, they ignore it. But it is not 
hidden front those who have a sound mind and are friends of justice, 
that there are many things, for instance, many wonderful inventions 
of the people of Europe and the dexterity of jugglers, the causes 
of which are not obviously known and seem to lie beyond the com- 
prehension of human power, but after a keen insight acquired 
by the instructions of others, these causes can be known satisfactorily. 
This finding only may be a sufficient safeguard for intelligent people, 
against being deceived by believers in supernatural workk. The 
utmost, which we can say on this matter is that in some instances, 
notwithstanding a keen and penetrative investigation the cause of 
some wonderful things remains unknown to some people. In such 
cases, we ought to have recourse to our own sound reason and 
ask ourselves whether it is compatible with reason to be convinced 
of our own inability to understand the cause or to attribute it to 
some impossible agency inconsistent with the laws of nature ? T think 
our sound reason will prefer the first. Moreover what necessity 
is there, that we should find out the true cause of these things which 
are impossible and unreasonable; for instance, raising the dead,, 
ascending to heaven, &©., which are said to have occurred many 
hundreds of years ago? 

Although people in worldly transactions, without knowing a 
certain connection of one thing with another, do not believe that 
the one is the cause and the other the effect, yet when there is the 
influence of religion and faith, they do not hesitate to call the one the 
cause and the other the effect, notwithstanding there is no connection 
or sequence between the two. For instance, the removal of a 
calamity or recovery from disease by the effect of prayer without any 
connection between the two and without erertion or resistance. 
When enquiries are made about the mysteries of these things which 
are so wonderful that reason hesitates to believe in their truth, the 
leaders of religion, sometimes explain for the satisfaction of their 
followers, that in the affairs of religion and faith, reason and ita 
arguments have nothing to do : and that the affairs of religion depend 
upon faith and Divine Help. How could a matter which has no proof 
and which is inconsistent wtfth reason be received and admitted by 
men of reason?— 4 * Tal : ' admonition from this , 0 ye who have got 
eyes!"** They sometimes having a profound knowledge (of logic) 
begin to argue that it is not impossible for the power of that 
Omnipotent Creator who has brought the whole Universe into exis- 


Arefrfe phase from the Keren, 
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tenee from perfect nonentity that He should unite life with the 
bodies of the dead s second time or should give to earthly bodies 
the property of light or the power of air to travel distances. But 
this argument .does not prove anything but the probability of 
the occurrence of such things, while they have to prove the real 
occurrence of miracles of their ancient religious leaders and 
the modem mnjtahids : so it is clear to men of understanding that 
the inference does not follow (t.r. there is no toqurib* In this argument.) 

Besides, if this proposition were accepted, the doors of 5** mam 
or Questioning the truth of a premiss in a syllogism, during i,a'L» 
munazara or discussion would be closed, and the possibility of reject- 
ing a tradition would be nil. Because any one in attempting to prove 
impossible things might have recourse to "such arguments during 
discussion ; and thus there would be 110 difference between the 
meaning of possible and impossible ; consequently the 

whole foundation of syllogistic and logical demonstration would fall 
to the ground. Whereas it is admitted by the wise that the Creator 
has no power to create impossible things ; such as co-partnership (with 
God) or the annihilation of God or the compatibility of 

contradictories, Ac. 

" The disputes of sevfenty-two scctst are to be excused, because 
they not finding the truth, have trotted the wav of fables or non- 
sense.** (Hafiz). 

Whereas on account of distance of time the great supcrnum»u 
powers of the by-gone leaders of different religions, are impossible 
to be proved by a knowledge gathered by external senses, (which, 
under certain conditions I impart a positive knowledge) ; therefore 
the doctors of . different persuasions, relying on the faith of their 
followers have made the idea of tauxitur (traditions proved by a 
series of general reports) a means of proving such things : while with 
a little consideration of the true idea of a £*4 tawatur which pro- 
duces positive belief and a tawatur assumed by the followers of 
religions, the veil of fallacy can lie removed. Because according to 
the followers of religions tawatur is a report coming down from a 
certain class of people who cannot be suspected of falsehood. But 
whether such a class of people existed in ancient times, is not known 
to the people of the present time through the medium of external 
senses or experience ; rather it is quite obscure and doubtful. Bo- 

Tsqurtb n«ai» In Logie the Agreement of the conclusion with the q**e*lt Mr or the 
proposition to bo proved, 

fThere ore seventy- two nrt« Am ong the Metamdeiw. 
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«ides v great discrepancies in tno traditions of by-gone leaders of eaeh 
religion, indicate the falsehood of their assertion. If it is said that the 
truth of the statement of the first class of people who gave the report 
*of the miracles of their leaders, by eye-witness, is to be proved by 
the statement of the next class who were their contemporaries, and 
*o for proving the truth of the statement of the next or second class, 
the evidence of the third class (who were their contemporaries) must 
be added ; because belief in the trutt of the statement of the second 
class also wants a proof, and likewise for the truth of the statement 
of the third class, the evidence of the fourth elans ought to be added 
and so on, till it w'ould reach the people who live in the present time, 
and so this link or series of evidence will come down graduall\ to 
posterity and continue in future : it is clear that men of sound mind 
will hesitate to reckon that class of people who co-exist with them, to 
be a truthful people to whom falsehood cannot lie imputed especially 
in matters of religion. Besides a great contradiction is found in the 
affirmation and negation of prophecy and other good attributes of the 
leaders of different religions and these c ontradictory reports are 
proved also by tmmtur. Therefore in taking for granted the truth 
of the reports of eaeh party, there would be o.c., admit- 

ting two contradictories). And giving preference to one report above 
another without any ground of preference is g*. ^ L (i c., giving 

one thing preference to another without an> reasonable ground). 
Because each party has an equally good claim to the greatness and 
veracity of their ancestors. The fact is that a tmmtur in the sense 
of receiving a report admissible to reason from a people whose 
statement is not contradicted by any one, is useful in giving positive 
belief. But this sort of tmmtur is quite different from the discrepant 
reports contrary to reason. From this assertion the following argu- 
ments (produced by doctors of religion) are easily refuted. They 
say, flrntly , how are those persons w*ho believe the narratives regard- 
ing the ancient kings owing tc their being inserted in history and 
received by tmmtur or tradition, to be justified in rejecting the fact* 
relating to the supernatural works performed by the leaders of reli- 
gions, which are mentioned in ancient books and are proved by 
tnwatur or traditions of nations, from time to time ? And, secondly. 
how can those who in spite of the difference in complexion and manners 
of the offspring of a person from him, and in spile of the real fact 
being hidden to them, believe in particular descent or birth only by 
general report or tmmtur , hesitate to believe in the holiness and the 
miracles of the ancient mujtahid a, which are also received in the 
— wav of tmmtur? Inasmuch as the narrative regarding the 
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by-gone kings, for instance, the isoending of a certain king to tie 
throne and fighting with certain enemies, fie., are such facts as were 
then reliable and unanimously agreed upon ; while narratives of 
those supernatural works are contradicted and are most wonderful. 
For instance, the birth of individuals of the species of animals from 
their parents is a visible thing, but birth of children without parents, 
is quite contrary to reason. *8ee what a twat difference there ia 
between the one uxty and the other.'* 

Besides, the fact of descent or genealogy and the narrat ives of the 
by-gone kings are suppositions and the Iwdiof* regarding the 
articles of faith of a certain religion, according to the principles 
of religion, are certain or positive propositions; so the one cannot 
bear analogy to the otlior with this material difference. Notwith- 
standing this, whenever any suspicion of contradictory statement* 
arises in the history of any by-gone kings in the matter of descent 
or genealogy, the reports about them are set aside or thrown out of 
the circlo of reliance. For instance, the report about Alexander the 
Oreat's conquering China and the account a bent his birth are contra- 
dicted by the historians of Greece xnd Persia; therefore the> «»*e not 
accepted by historians as proved.* 

Home people argue in this way that the Aitfigl.ty Creator has 
opened the way of guidance to mortal beings h rough the "icdiiim of 
prophets or leaders of religions. This is evidently futih*. because 
the same people believe that all things in creation, whether good 
or bad, proceed from the Great Creator without any intermediate 
agency, and that the apparent causes are the means and conditions 
of that (t. c. their coining into existence). Hence it is to be seen w hot her 
the sending of prophets and revelation to them from hid, nr© imme- 
diately from God or through intermediate agency. In the first cose, 
there is no necessity of an intermediate agency for guidance to 
salvation, and there does not seem any necessity of the instrumen- 
tality of prophets or revelation. And in the second case, there should 
be a series of intermediate agencies. Hence the advent of prophets 
and revelation like other external things have no reference to God. 
bit depend upon the invention of an inventor. Prophets and others 
should not be* particularly connected (or mixed up) with the te aching 


It vraa id 1810-12 that Niebuhr, the father of hiatoricel criticism, g»*e a court* 
of lecture* on Roman history, which by making known the result* of the ne* and critical 
theory that he had applied to the elucidation of obscure historical ev, deuce. cntaNiHbcd 
liia position as one of the nuwt original and pfcloaophicd of modem hintmrmiis Sir 
George (Wwall Lewi, and Dr. Arnold wrote much later Rammohun wrote this 
pamphlet in 1803 or 1MH. The way in which he wntea here on the eabjeot of historical 
emdance only Muatratea his originality and woatde §eoioa.-£n 
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of a faith. Besides, what one nation calls a guide to a true faith, an* 
other call* a misleading to in erroneoua way. 

Some of them argue in this way that discrepancy in precepts of 
different, religions does not prove falsehood of any religion. The 
discrepancies ought to bo understood to be of the same nature m is 
found in the laws of the ancient and modern ruiors of the world ; 
that the modern rulers often repeal the laws* framed by the former 
ones, according to the needs of the time. And notwithstanding the 
repeaiment of one and enforcement, of the other, all the people 
consider the laws as true and proceeding from authority. 80 alt 
these fonns of religions, also were framed by God, according to differ- 
ent states of society in different times, and the one has been repealed 
or superseded by another according to His will. My reply to this 
argument is that the ruling or government of the true God, who 
according to the belief of the followers of religions is acquainted 
with the particular state of every particle and who is Omniscient 
and to whom the past, present and future times are equally known 
and under whose influence the hearts of mankind can be turned to* 
whatever He wishes, and Who is the provider of the visible and 
invisible causes of every thing and Who is far from having any parti- 
cular object for His own interest and Who is free from whims ; has no 
analogy with the government of man whose wisdom is defective and 
incapable of understanding the end of every action and who is liable 
to errors or mistakes and whose actions are mixed w r ith selfishness, 
deceit and hypocrisy. Is not this sort of analogy 
au analogy between two things which differ in essential qualities T 
Besides this, there are many other strong objections in holding the 
above opinion ; for instance, the Brahmins have a tradition from God 
that they have strict orders from God to olwerve their ceremonies 
and hold their Jaith for ever. There are many injunctions about this 
from the Divine Authority in the Kanskrit language, and 1 , the 
humblest creature of God, having heen born amongst them, have 
learnt the language and got those injunctions by heart, and this 
nation (the Brahmins) having confidence in such divine injnnctionn 
cannot give them up although they have been subjected to many 
trouble* and persecutions and were threatened to be put to death by 
the followers of Islam. The followers of fslsm, on the other hand, 
according to the purport of the holy verses of the Koran ^ 

jCSt» (t. e., kill the idolaters wherever you find them) and 
Uti Ul 9 (i. e M then tie the bonds, t. ft 

capture the unbelievers in the holy war, then either set them free 
by way of ooliglng them or by taking ransom), quote authority from 
tied that hilling Idolaters and persecuting them in every ease, are 



B8UBVKR8 IK OKB GOD, 


956 


obligatory by Divine command. Among those idoUtort, the Brahmins 
according to the Moslem belief, are the grossest idolaters. There- 
fore the followers of Islam, always being excited by religions seal 
and having in the past and the present been desirous of carrying out 
the orders of God, have not failed to do their utmost to kill and 
persecute the polytheists and unbelievers in the prophetic missions 
of the last of Prophets * (may Divine Benediction rest on him and on 
his disciples)* Now* are these contradictory precepts or orders 
consistent with the wisdom and mercy of the great, generous and 
disinterested Creator or are these the fabrications of the followers 
of religion ? I think a sound mind will not hesitate to prefer the 
latter alternative. Then, it is to be considered, which of these 
two is proper, u r., either to attribute these injunctions and precepts 
to God or to reject these contradictory traditions at once. For 
instance, one party on the authority of their scripture, say that 
prophetic mission has been closed with their leader, and another party 
claim that the prophetic mission is to end in the generation of David 
according to an authority from God. 4nd these two sayings art' iu 
fact jUi* reports or foretellings and not or precepts of law 
that they will be subject to repeal. Because in holding one to be 
true the falsehood of the other must follow, while the probability of 
sJtymj ( change ) or perversion is equally applicable to both, it is 
strange to say, that after the lapse of hundreds of yea^ r ?om the 
time of these religious leaders, with whom the prophetic mission in 
said to be closed, Nanak and others in India and other countries 
raised the flag of prophetic mission and induced a large number of 
people to become their followers and were successful. In the body of 
religious teachings the gates of gaining [selfish] objects will remain 
open for the superficial and inexperienced from eternity to eternity, 
and it is daily observed that hundreds of persons in the hope of 
gaining some honor or a little profit make themselves subject to 
various kinds of physical privation and hardship, such as the keep- 
ing of perpetual fasting and holding one of the hands motionless 
and burning the body, fte. Hence it is not strange that (in by-gone 
days) some ambitious persons in order to obtain the honour of be- 
coming leaders of people at large or making themselves objects of 
reverence of the people should have subjected themselves to the 
hardships and dangers of the time. 

There is a saying which is often heard from the doctors of dif- 
ferent religions, which they quote as an authority for giving strength 
to their creed. Bach of them sayB that his religion which gives 
information about fnture reward or punishment after death, is either 
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true or false. In the second case, i c. t if it be false and there be no 
future reward or punishment, there is no harm in believing it to be 
true ; while in the first case, t. <?., its being true, there is a great 
danger for the unbelievers. The poor people, who follow these 
expounders of religions, holding this saying of their leaders to be 
• conclusive argument, are always boasting of it. The fact is that 
habit and training make the individuals blind and deaf notwithstand- 
ing their having eyes and ears. The above fallacy becomes clear *n 
two waj*s. Firstly , their saying that in the second case there is no 
harm in acceptance, is inadmissible. Because faith in the truth of a 
thing is gainod by each individual man after belief in its existence, and 
faith in the existence of such things as are remote from reason, 
and repugnant to experience, is not in the power of a sensible man. 
Secondly , in case of having faith in those things, it may become the 
source of various mischiefs and troubles and immoral practices 
owing to gross ignorance and want of experience, i. e. t bigotry, 
deceit, &c. Nevertheless, in case of assuming this argument to be 
true, from this the truth of all forms of religion is to be provod ; for 
the followers of each religion may equally produce the same argu- 
ment. Hence there will be a great perplexity for a man to believe 
all religions to be true or adopt the one or reject, others. Therefore 
as the first alternative is impossible, consequently the second must, 
be considered. And in this case, he has again recourse to the 
enquiry into the truth and falsehood of various religions. And this is 
the chief object of my discourse. Another argument produced by them 
is that it is necessary that we should follow the ceremonies and 
creeds which were adopted by our forefathers, without any enquiry 
into their truth and falsehood, and to hate and neglect them or deviate 
from them, leads to worldly and religious disgrace : and that such 
uouduct is in fact contempt and insult of our forefathers. This 
fallacious argument of theirs, produces a great effect on the minds of 
the people who entertain u good opinion and a reverence towards 
their ancestors, and consequently hinders them from any enquiry 
into the truth and adopting the righteous way. The fallacy of this 
argument will be evidont to all on a little consideration. For it is 
equally applicable first, to those persons who having been founders of 
some (new) religion attracted the people to themselves ; and secondly, 
to those who after receiving the doctrines of their leaders, have 
deviated from the old way of their forefathers, and tried to pull 
down the foundation of their ancestor’s creeds. If a man only by 
attributing his own inventions to God, is to be vindicated from such 
charges, then this is the easiest way to be adopted. The fact is 
that renouncing one religion and adopting another which was common 
.amongst the ancient people, implies that conversion from one religion 



BELIEVERS IN ONE OOI). 


957 


to another, is one of the habits of mankind. Besides, tbc fact of God's 
endowing each individual man with intellectual faculties and senses, 
implies that he should not, like other animals, follow the examples 
of his fellows, but should exercise his own intellectual power with 
the help of acquired knowledge, to discern good from bad, so that 
this valuable divine gift should not be left useless. The followers of 
different religions sometimes seeing the paucity of the number of 
believers in one God in the world boast that they are on the side of 
the majority. It is to be seen that the truth of a saying does not 
depend upon the multiplicity of the sayers and the non-reliability 
of a narration cannot arise simply out of the paucity of the number 
of the narrators. For it is admitted by the seekers of truth that 
truth is to be followed, although it is against the majority of Un- 
people. Moreover, accepting the proposition, viz., the paucity of 
the number of the sayers leads to the invalidity of a saying, as 
universal, proves to be a dangerous blow to all the forms ol religion. 
Because in the beginning of every religion there were very few 
supporters of it, vis., its founder and a very few sincere followers of 
him, who had the same object with him, and afterwards on their 
precepts thousands of large books and series of arguments have been 
written and protlueed like a mountain resting upon a straw, while 
belief only in one Almighty (iod is the fundamental principle of every 
religion. Those who prefer the so-called invented revelation of 
mankind to the natural inspiration from God, which consists in 
attending to social li tc with theirown species, and havingan intuitive 
faculty of discriminating good from evil, instead of gaining the union 
of hearts witli mutual love and affection of all their follow -creatures 
without difference in shape and colour or creeds and religions, whirl, 
is a pure devotion acceptable to God, the Creator of nature, consider 
some especial formula* and bodily motions to be the cause ol Salva- 
tion and receiving bounty from Almighty God. They in fact , pret end 
a change in the self of t,.e Deity and think that their physical actions 
and mental emotions, have power to change the state of the unchange- 
able God. Our actions can by no means lie the cause of appeasing the 
wrath of God and attaining His forgiveness and favour. A little 
consideration will expose this heresy. 

“ So many hypocritical acts of the Shaikh, the Spiritual Lt»aih*i, 
are not worth a mite ; give comfort to the hearts of people, this is t ho 
only Divine Doctrine.” 

In short, tho individuals of tun-kind with reference to those who 
are deceivers and those wno are deceived and those who arc neither, 
are of four kinds. 
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Firstly .— A class of deceivers who in order to attract the people 
to themselves wilfully invent doctrines, creeds and faiths and put thb 
people to troubles and cause disunion amongst them. 

2ndly.—A class of deceived people, who without inquiring into the 
fact, adhere to others. 

Brdly.- A class of people who are deceivers and also deceived , 
they arc those who having themselves faith' in the sayings of another 
induce others to adhere to them. 

4th/ 1 /. - -Those who by the help of Almighty God are neither de- 
ceivers nor deceived. 

** Be not after the injury of any being and do whatever you please 
For in our way there is no sin except it (injuring others).” (Hafiz). 

Those few sentences, short and useful according to the opinion of 
this humble believer in God, have been written without any regard to 
men of prejudice and bigotry, with the hope that people of sound 
mind will look at them with a just and corrective eye. I have left the 
detail of it to another work of mine entitled Maiuuarntnl 

Ad {fan * ” Discussion of Various Religions.” 

Here ends “ A present to the believe** in one God.” 


V* Mmmasmrm to a work la the form of » dlalofw* in whiofe two or more persona are Intro* 
onto to StMw a flren wkM 
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NTKKCKKSION 

prophets and angels also made 
for men, 00H. 

sin forgiven lively according 
the scriptures, 728. 


J OKI'S 

death of on I lie cross iml I 
Mission of, 601, 002. 
doctrine not lauglit b>. 722. 
causi* of I lie afflict ions of, 002. 0 
his aversion to death, 196,6 
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did he suffer as Ibsl or 


man. 


0 


604. 


RKMCMITlOfC 

what is meant b>. 788, 721. 
angels also called redeemers, 0 
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ATONEMENT- Contd . 

Lam ii— the term explained, 708. 
application of the term, “ lamb 
of God,” no proot of atonement, 
007, 008. 

KAUIllPlCK— 

Abel's - considered, 699, 700. 
Noah’s- considered, 706. 
how far it i*> a divine institution, 
700. 

interpret at ion oi | assies show- 
in«r Jesus's sacrificing himself 
for Hfns, 701 to 7021. 
means spiritual sacrifice in the 
dispensation of Christ, 706. 
priesthood without sacrifice ex- 
ists under the Christian dis- 
pensation, 71M*. 

terms <( t niM'fiii’i ! t and sucrijict' 
being t.uuiliar with the Jews, 
adopted by the apostles, 705. 
scapegoat no sign ot Christ, /09. 
blood of Christ, atonement b>, 
unscript mal, 701. 
taking away of sins can have no 
connection with blood or blood) 
sacrifice, 7 25, 726. 

Ha\ lot'll 

t he applicat urn oi the term to 
Jesus a supposed proof of 
atonement , considered, 60->. 
716. 

Tk\ i s 

In support ot examined, 6Ul to 
00*2, 721 to 723 ; Gen. III. In, 
considered, 697. 698. 

Job \l\. 21 to 26 examined, 707, 
708. 

Isaiah XLII. examined, 717. 

John X. 17 examined, 711. 

Hob. X. 5, 6 examined, 701. 
passages from Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 
Daniel, llosea, Joel, Ainos, Oba- 
dia. Mica, Nahum, Haggai. 
Zecharia and Malachi, in sup- 
port of -noticed, 718 to 722. 
if righteousness came by the Law, 
examined, &c., 370, 693. 

God's promise to Abraham con- 
sidered, 707. 


BAPTISM — 

the association of Jesus’s name 
with that of Clod i^n the rite 
considered, 597, 859. 
the association of the name of 
Holy Ghost with that of God 
considered, 616, 839. 

BAPTIST MiSSLON. See Mission. 
BAR. S w Pleader. 

BEATITUDE -(See Salvation.) 
relinquishment of the notion of 
self loads to, 39. 

BENEVOLENCE 
the only homage to God, 198. 

BENT1NCK, Lord William— 
address to on the abolition of 
the Suttee, 475 to 477. 

Ill LAG A VADGITA - (Sec Gai/atri,. 
/fites.) 

BOARD OK CONTROL, 235. 

BRAHMA 
creation of, 111, 
definition of, 76. 

worship of leads to darkness, 76. 

BKAHMO SOMAJ - 
t rust-deed of, 213 to 221. 
mode of worship enjoined in, 
216. 

religion of, 216. 

BRAHMUNICAL MAGAZINE- 
143 to 198. 

BRIBERY. Set* (Wl. 

BRITISH RULE 
praised, 300, 87 1. 

BROWN, M it 

explanation of Ephes. IV. 8, 741. 
interpretation of Jerein. XXIII*. 
6, 653. 

BUCKINGHAM, J. Mil- 
letter to, 923. 

BURNING OF WIDOWS 
(Hoe /files. Women,) 
authorized by Angira, Viahnu, 
Raghtmamlana, 356, 357. 
the inode enjoined by Harita not 
observed, 371, 872. 
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BURKING OF WIDOW'S Contd. 
practice inhuman, .(HI, 332. 
entering the pile in indispen- 
sable, 956 to 359. 
tying down of widows, 120, 329, 
355, 357, 359. 

Raghunandana on, 338 to 342. 

Manu deprecates, 325. 

Mitakshara on, 338. 

Shastras do not imperatively en- 
join, 306. 

custom, cannot. ho defended on 
the ground of, 351, 355. 
not excellent as proceeding from 
desire of pleasure, 327 to 330, 
369, 370. 

good only for those who do not 
desire final beatitude, 338. 
ascetic life of widows preferred, 
350, 351. 

petition against to Parliament 
479, 180. 

Texts regarding - 
Angira, 323. 

Brahma Parana, 324. 

Gotama, 324. 

Skanda Parana, 342. 

Vyasa, 324. 

Rig Veda, text of, in favour of - 
discussed, 327. 

its genuineness questioned, 368. 

CONCREMATIOX — 
ceremony described, 371. 
what it is in practice, 356. 
sankalpa of, 327. 

praised only because it leads to 
rewards, 327. 

texts in favour of, 323 to 324. 
Postcremation— 
text for, 324. 

CANNING— Mr., 927. 

CAPITAL— 

want of, among ryots, 281, 282. 
CASTE, evils of, 929. 

CASTLE, Miss, letter to, 931. 
CATHOLIC EMANCIPATION, 928. 
CHARITY — enjoined, 500, 520, 52 i, 
687, 542. 

Cl 


CHRIST- (See , /mux.) 
t ho mercv of God, 100. 

( 'Hit 1ST IANS - 
should not be hated, 212. 
pay greater attention to dogmas 
than to Christ s teaching, 919. 
early Christians, discord among, 
610 to 612. 

CHRISTIANITY (see Missions.) 
earlv Christianity, what it was, 
610, 627 to 629. 

corrupted by the polytheist ieal 
notions of pagans, 600 
prevailing polytheistical belief 
the cause of the success of the 
Trinitarians over Arians, 610. 
true tree from polytheism, 075. 
essential characteristic of, 483. 
incarnation of Christ ridiculed, 
890 to 908. 

Rammohun Roy’s view of, 920. 
various opinions about, 483, 484. 
discord between Roman Catholics 
and Protestants, 611. 
dogmas, cause of strife and 
bloodshed, 609 to 611. 
dogmas not essential to religion, 
612. 

preaching of dogmas no good, 
560. 

dogmas of Trinity polytheisticnl, 
174. 

converts, condition of, 877 to 879, 

»)»)7-fi*>8. 

conversion, motives for, 558, 878. 
prospects of, 875 to 885. 
measure of success in India, 
877 to 879. 

rejection by the people of India, 
causes of, 881. 

utility ot schools for the spread 
of, 883. 

reasons of a Hindu for rejecting, 
187 to 198. 

CIRCUIT COURTS. See Courts . 
CIVIL SERVANTS - 
age of, 264, 303. 
education of, 20 1, 207, 308. 
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001)1 K I CATION 
want of, 240. 

of Criminal Laws, principle sug- 
gested, 202, 209. 

of Civil Laws, principle suggest- 
ed, 265, 200. 

COLLECTOR 
qualificat ion of. 282. 288. 
powers of, 289. 
duties of, 201. 209. 
should not have the power of 
Magistrates. 289. 

COM MANPM ENTS 
against murder extended J88. 
against adultery extended, 488, 
two great commandments, 518, 
529. 

the object of all to teach our 
duty to our fellow-creatures, 

COM MISSIONED OK REVENUE, 
duties of, 250. 

Separation of the ofliee from that 
of the judge, 254. 

(COMPANY. See Was/ India Com- 

pin if. 

CORNWALLIS, MarQUIs OP his po- 
licy, 280 . 

Judicial and Revenue system 
of- praised. 254. 

CORPORA L PUNISH M ENT- 
only the judges of circuit should 
have the power of inflicting- 
aud not the Magistrates, 262. 

COURT 

native lawyers attached to, 242 
to 246, 260, 262. 
publicity of, 241, 257. 
language of, 241, 242. 

English preferable to Persian as 
court language, 242. 
corruption and bribery in. 244, 245. 

Company’s Courts- 
defects of, 250 to 241. 
remedies of the defects, 216 to 
'250. 

delays in, 255, 256. 
causes of and remedy for such 
delays, 255 to 256. 


COURT- Contd. 

general opinion regarding,245, 246. 
irregularities in the proceedings 
how remedied, 256 to 258. 

Circuit Coprts- 
judges of, 258. 
duties of judges. 250, 260. 
evil of making revenue* commis- 
sioners judges of, 259. 

Sec Supreme Court, Sudder De- 
mon/ Adalnt. Judges, Assessors, 
J u rtf. 

CRIMINAL LAW (See Codifiea- 
t inn.) 

Joundcd on tin' Muhammadan 
Criminal Law, 261, 262. 

CULTIVATOR See Hijot. 

COUNCIL OK NICK. 

See Trinity . 

CUSTOM 

always changing in Bengal, 70 
to 71. 

when to be followed according 
to Kkanda Parana, 958. 

PA UG HT EU - ( See Ma rriage .) 
rights to property according to 
Maim, Vrihaspati, Yajnyaval- 
kya, Vishnu, Pavabhaga, Kat- 
y ay ana, 876, 877. 880, 981, 882. 

DAVID— 

his name associated witn that 
of God, 616. 

holy one, called the, 630 ; 775. 
god’s first born, called the, 651. 

DAYAJ5HA6 A— (Hoc Mother , 
Daughter.) 

Where it differs from the Mitak- 
sliara, 389 to 394. 

DAY r ATATWA. (See Mother.) 

DEATH- 
of the wise, 30. 
of the idolater, 76. 

DEIT\ T — (See God, Supreme Being, 
Vedanta.) 

celestial gods described them- 
selves as Deity in self-forget- 
fulness, in contemplation, 11, 12* 
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DEMONS - 

represent the power of God from 
which pain ami misery flow, 
41. 

DEVOTION 

constant practice necessary, 14. 
of two kinds, 208. 

DKYI-M AHATMYA 
creation of Brahma &»*., 111. 

D1GBY, letter to Air. John, 028. 
DOGMA 

salvation cannot be attained by, 
552. 

cause of disputes and wars, 55b . 
600 to till. 

preaching of- , no good, 560. 
DUALITY 

idea of, caused by ignorance, 60. 

DUBOIS, Abbk, Hkv. 
his opinion about the success of 
Christianity in India, 877. 
his opinion of the several Chris- 
tian AJissions, 878, 870. 

DUELLING- 

over-looked in Courts of Justice, 
409. 

EAST INDIA COM 1 'A NY 
nature oj its administration 
before 179#, 235. 
rise of, 233, 231. 

EDUCATION 

Lettfii on English education, 
the European systems of 
science advocated, 474. 

study of Sanscrit compared with 
the study of the systems of 
schoolmen, 472. 

the establishment of Sanskrit 
College, 470. 

study of Sanskrit, of not much 
good, 472. 

Vedanta of not much good, 476. 
Mimansa useless, 47#. 

Yyaya of not much good, 47#. 

ELLIS, Mr.- 

his opinion about the appoint 
ment of Natives of India, 208.- 


ENAIT AHMED- 
a convert, ni b W0PJC against 
Christianity, 557. 

ESTL1N, J. B.- 
letter to, 923. 

EUROPEANS — (See Indigo pin ft- 

feraj 

intercourse wilji, beneficial to the 
country, 017. 

limited control of courts over 
285. 

pleader*. 817. 

posKesh an undue advantage 
ever natives for having ready 
access to the authorities. 817. 

Shtliimknt in India in 
beneficial, 284, 285, 815, 816. 
paper on, 315 to 820. 
speech by Ramraohuri Hoy on, 917. 
only higher and better classes 
to be pcrmitt<*d to settle, 284, 
317. 

in the Hill Stations, 310. 
remedies lor the evils of, 817 to 
319. 

jury ought to be composed im- 
partially of both natives and 
Europeans, 317. 

EU KO P K A X JUDGES.- Sec 
J udgest. 

EUROPEAN OFFICERS 
amount yearly remitted to Ki / 
land by, 810. 

abstract statement of their mini- 
her and allowances, 809. 
statement showing the offices 
held by and their salaries, 
308 810. 

FATHER- (See Auers/, ml pro- 
perty.) 

division of property by, estab- 
lished by law and custom, 428. 
FAITH - 

its meaning. 600. 

FIRE 

seven names of, 24. 

worship of, leads to darkness 7*s- 
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FRIEND OF INDIA— 
ro,'h to the Itrahnuuiical Maga- 
zinc, 148. 

GAYATRI— 
explained, 81, 82, 
by Yajnavalkya, 82, 88. 
by Raghunandana, 84. 
by Guna-Vishnu, 84. 
by Sir W. Jones, 86. 
its excellence, according to 
Mah^nirvana Tantra, 84. 

GOD— (See Deity, Supreme Being , 
Vedanta , Worship .) 
attributes, has he any, 188. 
ten superior intelligences or 
attributes of— according to the 
Jews, 670. 
what is he, 29, 185. 
neither space nor air, 8. 
not nature, 8. 
not human soul, 9. 
superior to sense, mind and in- 
tellect, 54. 

the soul of the universe, 40. 
the wilful agent of the universe, 
12 . 

efficient as well as material 
cause, 12. 


SOUL — 

relation between 
152. 


God and— 52, 53, 


difference between God and—, 
52, 53, 151 to 158. 
the difference dependent on the 
idea of self individuality, 29. 


Knowledge of God— 
how attained, 80. 
attainable to what extent, 181, 
182. 

how is God capable of being 
known, 185. 

Rudras capable of, 180. 
vomen capable of, 180. 
lod to be observed in heart, 80. 
ndescribability of God according 
to Vedanta, how explained, 111. 

Way to approach, 29 to 81, 55, 50. 


Unity of— 
advocated, 68. 


GOD— Coutd. 

established by the scriptures, 
017. 

established by the Vedas, 9, 10, 
105 -125. 

defended, 89—126. 
the Epithet Goi— applied in the 
Bible to persons other than the 
Supremo Being, 580, 581, 829, 
050, 752. 

GODS- 

celestial -described themselves* 
as deity in self-forgetfulness in 
contemplation, 11. 
efficacy of the repetition of the 
names of - , 124. 

represent the powers of God that 
lead to happiness, 41. 
worship of — leads to darkness, 
70. 

Paul and Barnabas called — , 630. 
celestial gods declared demon* 
by Sankaracharya, 98. 

GRIESBACII — 
omits I John V. 7, 026. 

GURU- 
deflned, 164. 
how to he chosen, 164. 

HABEAS CORPUS, 253. 

Sudder Dewany Adawlut should 
have the power of issuing writ 
of, - 258. 

HA RITA— 

text regarding Suttee, 824. 

HASTINGS, MARCHIONESS— 
dedication to, 335. 

HEBREW— 

verbs employed without nomina- 
tives, 054. 

use of metaphors, frequent, 008. 
in addressing God third and se- 
cond persons are used in imme- 
diate sequence as a manner of 
rhetorical trope, 749. 

HERMITS— (See Householders). 
HINDOOS— toleration of, 148. 



Indfx. 


W55 


HINDUISM— (See Idolatry, poly- 
theism ). 

creed of reformed Hindoos, 198. 
modern, consists in diet, 73, 119. 
Hindoos do not worship the body 
as apart from spirit, 173. 
pranapratisktha, 173. 
stories of immorality and vice 
current in, 124, 123. 
uiayaschitta, 74. 
rites of— allegorical, 4. 

Gods allegorical, 4. 

Gods allegorical representations 
of the attributes of the Deity, 
36, 67 

HINDU PH1L060PH\- 
creation, preservation and des- 
truction, how understood in, 81. 
attacked by the Missionaries. 

146, 145—148, 159. 
defended, 151, 161. 

HOLY GHOST -(See Baptism , 
Trinity.) 

Godhead of, discussed, 616, 862 
to 866. 

personality of, considered 616— 
618. 

proper interpreuuion of, 618— 
621. 

nowhere spoken of— as God m 
the scriptures, 862. 

Isaiah XL VIII. 13, 16 considered, 
864 to 866. 

Job XXXIII. 4 considered, 866. 

HOR M SOLlT\Ri4S- Argument in 
favour of Trinity noticed, 668 - 

«70 

HOUSEHOLDER 
entitled to worship the Supreme 
Being equally with hermits, 15, 
25. 

Authority of Manu, Yajnavalkya, 
and Vedanta for the above, 65, 
60 . 

I AM GOD - 

how a devotee is justified in 
thinking, 208. 

IDOL— 

evils of idol worship, 21. 


IDOL Contd. 

modi -jf worship in India, 67. 
idol worship how long allowable 
according to Vyasa, 207 

IDOLATER 
his fate, 75. 
his death, 76. 

IDOLATRY- (See Gcal. Hinduism.) 
arguments in its favour shown to 
be worthless, 63- 70. 

Hindoo idolatry, worship of a 
couple of male and female 
gods, 112. 

salvation not attainable by, JLm. 
condemned by Vishnu Purana and 
Bhagavat, 64. 

considering God as finite and 
subject to passions is sin, 356. 
grossness of Hindu idolatry » 
65-68. . . „ 

Worship of gods, pralcnh lire, 
&c., leads to misery, 75, 76. 

IMMANUKL- 
its meaning, 774 to 775. 
term applied to many, 774. 
INCARNATION— (See Christian - 

the iommon basis of Hinduism 
and Christianity, 800 to 908. 

INDIA- 

its ancient name, 231. 
boundaries of, 231. 
civilized and sacred land, 
conquest, hv M ahomedans, 233. 
decline or the Mogul power, 23 
conquest bv the English, 288. 
tribute nrawn from India expend- 
ed in England, 811. 
revenue of, proportion spent in 
England, 107. 

INDIGO PLANTERS 
condition of ryots under, 91 1 . 

INHERITANCE— 

laws of, 265- 

18AIAH- , _ 

Sometimes introduces hw own 
sentiments while announcing 
the words of Jehova, 782, 7JM| 
864. 
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I80PANI8HAD— 
introduction to, 68—74. 
translation of. 75—77. 

JEHOVA— (See Jesus,) 

I am in John VIII not equivalent 
to, 783. 

JE8U8— (See Atonement , Trinity , 
Miracle,) 

Divinity of— 

denied by himself, 579, 594, 595, 
823, 824. 

not taught by Jesus, 626. 
not taught by the apostles, 626. 
inconsistent with the nature of 
God, 726. 

attributes peculiar to God, never 
ascribed to Josuh, 805. 
the term Jehova never applied 
to Jesus, 651-652 ; 792, 796. 
apostles applied exclusively to 
God the verb Xarpcvw (to 
serve,) 857. 

Jesus a created being, 584. 
finite nature of Jesus, 727. 

Lock's opinion about, 666. 

Sir Isaac Newton's opinion, 667. 

Ubiquity of— 

considered, 585 -587 ; 838 to 846. 
Incomprehensibility of, consider- 
ed, 587 to 589, 846 to 84b. 

His power of forgiving Sins— 
considered, 589- -590 ; 848 to 850. 

Omnipotence of— 
considered, 850 to 854. 
disclaimed by Jesus, 591, 756, 757 
for being a mediator considered 
803. 

Finai judgment entrusted io™ 
argument considered, 593, 779, 
854. 

Acceptance of worship by- 
considered, 594, 855 to 857. 

Jesus disclaims the epithet of 
good, 595. 

SSOCIATION OF THE SAME OF JESUS 

with God's- 

ts effect considered, 597, 857 to 
860 


JKbUS— Contd. 

omniscience of— 
considered, 594, 783, 834. 
disclaimed by, 593, 834, 854. 

Jesus ignorant of the day of 
resurrection, 588. , 
power to judge secret events not 
confined to Jesus, 796, 797. 

Dependence of, on God— 5 
proved by his own sayings, 578. 
proved by the authority of the 
apostles, 578 -575. 

son, the term shows power was 
given to Jesus, 575. 

Jesus was subject to God before 
he came to the world, 575 
Jesus declares himself subordi- 
nate to God, 688, 642. 
passages showing, 579. 
proved by his praying, 597. 
interpretation of, passages show- 
ing—, as applicable to him a a 
man, unscrintural, 574. 

Unity of god and Jesus- 
nature of, 578, 579, 820, 821. 
of the same nature as that of 
Jesus and his disciples. 577, 820. 
821. 

* I am in the Father " the mean- 
ing of Jesus in, 578, 822. 

44 As we are one " how explained, 
577-578, 820, 821. 
passages showing that Jesus was 
in God conformable to the 
Vedantie doctrines, 578. 

M He that hath seen me hath seen 
the father *' how explained* 
579. 

the father in me and 1 in him 
considered, 822. 

use of terms 4 sou * and 4 father ’ 
do not prove unity or being of 
the same nature, 821-822. 

Nature and greatness of Jesus* 
607, 608. 

Nature of Jesus— 
the two-fold— considered, 630, 
632, 634, 675, 726, 7ou, 767, 808. 
813. 814. 
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JESUS -Contd. 

his sayings and doings done in 
his human nature as distin- 
guished from his divine nature 
unscriptural, 575. 

John XX 17, cannot be explained 
by the theory of the humanity 
of Christ, 582, 827. 

whether Jesus suffered as God o£ 
man, 608. 

worshipped God not in his human 
capacity, 856. 

Moses also called God and man, 
631, 753. 

whether represented as wisdom 
in the proverbs, 761. 

Miracles— 

performed by Jesus by the grace 
of God, 583. 

perfoi ming or enabling others 
to perform, not peculiar to, 
806. 

Mission of 

to deliver divine instructions, 
710,711. 

nowhere in the scriptures to die 
on the cross, 710, 711. 

John X. 17 considered, 711. 

Terms applied to Jesus— 

Hon of God , the term examined, 
752. 

Only begotten , 674, 708, 819. 

First born of God, 752,812. 

applied to David, 651. 

Holy one, also applied to David, 
649. 

Most holy, term applied also to 
inanimate things, 797. 

Saviour and shepherd, applied 
also to many other persons, 605, 

651, 655, 720, 747. 

Messiah, term applied to various 
kings, 672. 

Messiah, term applied to Heze- 
kiah in Isaiah Ch. VII., 650, 765, 
767. 

Jehovah, supposed application of 
the term to Jesus from re- 
ferences made to the Old Testa- 
ment discussed, 651-656. 


JESUS Contd. 

Quotations ax Jehus- 
from the Old Testament as appli- 
cable to him, 637-641. 
they all show his subordinate 
nature, 642. 

Scriptural Passages 

of the Old Testament in sup- 
port of the Deity of Jesus 
discussed, 643-671/ 
from the prophets in support of 
Divinity of Christ examined. 
761 to 802. 

Malachi III. discussed, 652, 777. 
Isaiah VI l. 14 considered, 650. 
Isaiah XL. 3 discussed, 652, 777. 
Isaiah IX. 6, 7, 672-674, 771 to 774, 
Jeremiah XX11T. 16 discussed. 
653. 

Zechariah XII. 10 considered. 
661. 

Zechariah XIII. 7, 868. 

Psalm XLV, did not refer to 
Jesus, 743. 

Job XIX. 25, 26, 734, 735. 

Philip II. 6 discussed, 809 to 812. 
Alpha and Omega did not refer to 
Jesus, 658, 756, 758, 759, 782, 
784 to ',87. 

Word , m 'ailing of. in John I. 
582, 829 to 883. 

14 Word was made flesh” noticed, 

v 888. 

Rev 1. 1 examined, 786. 

Rev I. 8 examined, 758. 

John XX. 28 explained, 582, 828. 
Jewish morning service quoted, 
750. 

IOINT PROPERTY-* 
right of alienation according 
to Mitakshara and Davabhaga, 
431. 

JONATHAN- 

his interpretation of - Isaiah vi 8, 
670. 

Isaiah ix 6, 7, 672. 

JONES - 

his error in Interpreting Psalm 
LX VII I 18, Zech. XII 10, 660* 
662. 
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JUDGES— (See Pleader.) 
borrowing money by—, 244. 
character of— 244, 260. 

European- , incapable of dis- 
charging their duties satisfac- 
torily without native assist- 
ance, 246. 
fewness of , 239. 

Magistrates should not be — , 255. 
revenue officers should not be-, 
258. 

qualification of—, 289, 263. 
salaries of -, 268. 

JUDICIAL SYSTEM— 

(See Judges , Court , Law.) 
remedies for the defects of, 246 
, to 248, 207. 

JURY ~ 

trial by-, recommended, 247, 

250. 

principle understood from ancient 
times, 250. 

how should trial by jury be intro- 
duced. 250. 

from what classes to be selected, 

251, 260, 262. 
duties of—, 262. 

JUSTICE -(See Atonement.) 
the nature of God's, 194. 

KABIR,- 
notice of, 96. 

KALI— 

her worship immoral, 99. 
KASHYAPA. (See marriage.) 
KATHA UPANISHAD— 44 to 60. 

KATYAYANA— (See Mother , Da- 
ughter.) 

KENA UPANISHAD-38 to 42. 

KHUDKASHT RYOTS 
'heir status iu former times, 272. 
their rights! violated, 273, 288. 
little benefited by regulation 
VIII of 1798, 289 

KIDDELt, MJto, Letters to, 980, 
981, 982, 988. ’ 

KINGDOM OF GOD- 
what it is like to, 68t 


KNOWLEDGE OF GOD (See God.) 
KORAN- 
Ch. I. quoted, 750. 

Ch. II. 5 quoted, 750. 

KRISHNA— 

the immorality of—, his worship, 
99. 

his evil doings, 124. 

KRISHNA CHANDRA RAYA, RA- 
JA (See Marriage.) 

KITLARNAVA 

absorption in God, how attained, 

111 , 

ITJRMA PURANA- 

suicide by pilgrims advised, 106. 

KULTNISM 

source of the decay of learning 
and virtue, 121. 
its origin, 121. 
an innovation, 121. 

LAKHERA,)- 

Rag. 3 of 1828, condemned, 286. 
petition against Reg. 3 of 1828, 
93o to 939. 

LAMB. (See Atonemeiu.) 

LAND TENURES. (Sec liyot. Heat.) 
in Bengal, Bcliar, Orissa and Mad 
ras, 271. 

under the Mohamedans, 271. 
distinctions of Religions do not 
affect the holding of lands, 272. 
how are lands let in Bengal, 272. 
land divided in small farms in 
Madras, 272. 

in Bengal, proprietors do not cul- 
tivate, 272. 

lands let to middle-men, 279. 

LAW— -(See Codification.) 
want of publicity of, *24 1. 

LAW AND THE PROPHETS - 
what is as good as, 568. 
their essence, 569. 
law meant the Mosaic law, 570. 

LEGISLATION—' 
representative men should be con- 
sulted in, 266. 

how should be conducted, 265, 266 
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LOCKE -(See Trinity.) 
his opinion considered, 000, 871 
to 87:1. 

paraphrase of Rom. 111. 21, 7*24. 
note on the word redemption. 
724. 

note on the word mercy-seat, 725. 
note on the K plies. iv. 9, 10, 741. 

LOVE - 

to God shewn only bv obedience 
to his commands, 570. 

LUTHERAN MISSION— (See Mia- 
s ion.) 

MADHU SING, Raja of TltlHl T, 
(See Polygamy, 121.) 

MAGISTRATES- fSec Court.) 
should not be judges, 255. 

MAHAREO- 

indecency of the worship of, 99. 

MAHAN1RVANA TAXTRA- (See 
(hi ijatri.) 

MA1MON1 DES 

God's name of twelve letters in, 
<170. 

MARRIAGE 

sale of daughters and s ; sters in 
381. 

above practice attempted to be 
prevented by Raja Krishna 
Chandra, 382 (foot note.) 
second— of a man, according te 
Yajnavaik.va, 121, 380. 
money presents in the marriage 
of daughter prohibited by Ve- 
das and Man u, 120, 382. 
money presents prohibited In 
Kashyapa, 382. 

MANU (See Hou upholders. Widows, 
Burning of widows. Polygamy, 
Daughter.) 

money presents in marriage pro- 
hibited by, 120. 382. 
his authority superior to others, 
342 to 344 * 

MAYA 

the theory questioned, 149. 
creative power of God, 152. 
priraar meaning of, 154. 


MAYA- Cnntd 

opi>osod to knowledge, what is 
meant b\ it, 151. 

MEDIATOR (See Atonement.) 
Moses and other prophets also 
mediators, 035. 

M ENR1CANTS (See Yu t i.) 

METAPHOR 

metaphorical expressions cone 
moil with oriental nations, OOP 

M1CH.KUS 
omits l John V. 7, 020. 

MIDDLEMEN 
in Hengal, 272. 
rvnts badly treated by, 27th 

MILITIA— 

establishment of natiw* Militia 
305, 300. 

M 1 M ANSA (See Kducahnii.) 
attacked, 150. 
vindicated, 157. 

MIRACLES 

mirations of— nut ken no impres 
sion upon Hindus, 4H4, 555, 015 

moral precepts of Jesus why 
separated imin the' natation*, 
of. 4H4 01 t. 

their importance discussed, 013 

Jesus reproaches those that seek 
for, 013. 

belief in, not made' imperative b) 
the scriptures, 555. 
why made use’s of, 583. 
performing , neit equal to being 
God, 583. 

performing miracles and enabling 
others to perform miracles, not 
peculiar to Jesus, 800. 
prophets performing . without 
oral addresses to God, 737. 
human testimony regarding them 
considered, 013, 014. 

Jainas bear testimony to the mi- 
racles of Hindoo Gods, 014. 
testimony regarding tnc miraoler. 
of Mohumtmul, 014. 
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MISSION— (See Dubois.) 
condition of the Baptist—, 879. 
condition of the Lutheran—, 878. 
condition of the Moravian—, 878, 
87G. 

condition of the Nestorian— 879. 

MISSIONARIES- 
doctrines inculcated by Jesus 
and the apostles different from 
those taught by—, 91 ? 
abuse of the natives by, 175. 
revile all other religions, 145. 

mttakshara- 

(See widow , daughter.) 
texts deprecating the burning 
of widows, 338. 

where it differs from Dayabhaga, 
389 to 892. 

MOHUMMUD— 
the mercy of God. 100. 
his name associated with that of 
God, 598. 

the declaration of-, never mis- 
interpreted by Mobummudans, 

m 

MOHUMMUDANS- 
* their rule compared with the 
rule of the English, 402. 
state of indusW among. 298. 
MORALITY 

indispeimble in worshipping the 
Supreme Being, 14, 106, 185. 
responsibility of man as a moral 
agent maintained, 106. 

MORAVIAN - (See M ission.) 
MOSES - 

belief in him incumbent udou 
Jews, 598. * 

MOSHE1M- 

his account of the discord be 
tween early Christians, 610. 
history of the doctrines of 
Christianity, 627—628. 
his opinion considered, 627, 871, 
MOTHER- 

rights to property, according to 
Yajnavalkya, Vishnu, Katya- 
yana, Vyasa, Narnda. Vrihaspati, 
Dayabhaga, llayatattwa, 376— 
378 


M D KT Y. (See Assessor.) 
MUNDAKA UPANISHAJ), 19to31* 

MUNR 0, Sir Thomas. 

Natives of India.) 

MYSTERIES— 

belief in the Christian not 
made imperative by the scrip- 
tures, 555. 

NANAK - 

worship of his followers, 96. 
his followers, Rimmohun Itoy’a 
sympathy with, 211. 

NARADA. (See Mother.) 

NATIVE JUDICIAL OFFICERS - 
(See Judges.) 
their duties, 243. 
their responsibility, 243. 
character of, 244. 
salary of, 245. 

NATIVES OF INDIA 
employment to hitrh posts of, 268 r 
269. 

employment to revenue depart- 
ment, 291 -293. 

opinion of Sin Thomas Munro, 
Mu. Rickards. Mr. ICllir on 
the appointment of, 298. 
state of education among, 293. 
tnoir intelligence, 299. 
their intellectual activity, 176. 
morality and religion among, 176* 
296. 

Their capability for improve- 
ment, 299. 
their poverty, 288. 
extravagance in marriage, fune- 
rals and religious ceremonies* 
281 

state of industry among, 298. 
nhvsieal condition of, 295. 
increase uf population, 298. 
their opinion regarding the Bri- 
tish rule, 300. 

NATURK- 

not the caune oi the world. 8—9* 
NESTORIANS. (See 
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N BWS-W RITERS— 
employed in the Mohummudan 
Courts, 465. 

NEWTON Sir Ihaac— (See 

Trinity .) 

his opinion considered. 6 00, 871. 
872. 

NACHIKETA 
h*« history 47. 

NVAYA (See Ed nail ton.) 
attacked, 150. 
vindicated, 155. 

OLD TESTAMENT 

quotations from referred to in 
the New, show the unity of 
God and the inferiority of 
the Messiah, 637 to 642. 
passages in ~, in support of the 
Deitv of Jesus considered. 043 
to 004. 

should he studied N'fore the 
New, 000 
OM- 

it« excellence, 52. 
explained, 83, 84. 
its similarity of sound toGreek mv 
' 84. 

OM TATSAT 
explained, 83 to 81. 
meaning according to Bhaga- 
vadgita, 84. 

ORIENTAL LANGUAGES (See 
Allegory. Metaphor.) 
plural number expresses respect 
in, 024 

PA NCIIA1T. (Seed uny.) 
PANTHEISM 

distinguished from Nedaiitism, 

09 , 122 . 

parable - 

of the prodigal son, 534, 090. 
the sowers, 512, 522. 
the talents, 509. 
the ten virgins, 509. 
the rich youngman, 515, 538. 
the faithful steward, 528. 
the good Samaritan, 525. 
the kingdom of God, 505, 531. 


PASSIONS— 

overcome bv earnest prayer and 
heart felt desire, 558. 
overcome by repentance and 
solemn meditation, 185. 

PATAN.IAL1 
system of, attacked, 151. 
vindicated, 158. 

PEASANTRY OF INDIA. (See 
ltyot.) 

their food, house and clothing 
described, 297. 298. 

PERMANENT SETTLEMENT - 
why introduced, 290. 
how and upon what principle 
revenue was assessed, 278. 
benelits to proprietors, 280, 2X8. 
benefits to Government, 280, 287* 
304. 

increase of the value of estates, 
287-288. 

increase of transit and export 
duties, 288. 

cultivation oJ waste land, 288 
condition of rvots under, 278. 
compared with and preferred to 
the Ryot wary system, 280, 281, 
304, 305. 

statement regarding the result 
of, 304, 305. 

PLEADERS 

Native , not well treated by iho 
Judges, 243. 
their character, 2<tf». 

Want of influence of, 250. 

POLICE - 

abuse of power by how reme- 
died, 249. 

POLYGAMY-- 

attempt by Madhu Sing to stop, 
121, 379. 
evils of, 379. 

when allowable according to 
Yajnavalkva and Maim, 121, 
380. 

legislation advisaole io put a 
stop to, 380. 
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POLYTHEISM (Sec Idolatry, 
Hinduism.) 

Hindus try to reconcile their—, 
with the doctrine of the unity 
of God, 562 

PRAKRITI— 

worship of -, leads to darkness, 
76 

PRAYASCHITTA— 74. 

PRAYER. 

Secrecy in, 486. 

Lord's prayer, 489. 
enables a man to overcome 
passions and to keep the com- 
mandments of God, 555. 

PRECEPTS OF JESUS, 487 to 543. 
two great commandments,* 506, 
518, 525. 

sermon on the mount, 487. 
commandments against murder 
and adultery ex tended, 488. 
charity enjoined, 488. 199, 520, 
537, 542. 

secrecy in well-doing, 489. 
pray in secret, 489. 
dependence on God, 490. 
what dellles a man, 498. 
doing the will of the father, 491. 
humility, 499, 315. 
readiness for the Lord, 508. 
except- a man he born again he 
cannot see the kingdom of 
God, 540. 

seek the kingdom of God and its 
righteousness, 529, 540. 
love your enemies, 520. 
riches deprecated, 528, 529. 
love of God, 528. 

render unto Cnesar the things 
that are Caesar's, 505. 
idle words condemned, 495, 
the things of the world con- 
demned. ioc 
divorce condemned, 501. 
moral in what sense used in the 
precepts, 549, 550, 
alone sufficient for salvation, 550, 
568, 693, 695. 

not only a code of morality but 
also a code of religion, 560. 


PRECEPTS OF JESUS— Con td. 
scriptural passages showing their 
sufficiency, 508-569. 

PRESS 

want of a public as a check on 
judicial irregularities, 241. 

PRESS REGULATIONS 
the nature and scope of the res- 
trictions, 451-152. 
origin of 437, 447. 
history of the agitation against, 
447-448. 

reasons against, 437 to 412, 451 to 
467. 

memorial to the Supreme Court, 
437 tr 443 

appeal to the King in Council, 
445 to 467. 

PRIDEAUX, Dr. 
book on Connections referred to, 
672. 

on Isaiah IX, 6. 7, 672. 

PRIVY COUNCIL - 
right of appeal whether bene- 
ficial, 258-259. 

value of suits in which appeal 
allowed. 304. 

PROVINCIAL COURTS - 
powers of, 253. 
number of. 253. 

formerly also Courts of Circuit, 
253. 

difference between--, and the 
District Courts, 252-253. 

PURANAS— 
attacked, 159. 
vindicated, 161 to 166. 

PURITY— 

not attainable by superstitious 
practices, 70. 
how attained, 70. 

RAGHUNANDANA— 

(See Gayatri , Burning of widows.) 

RAMMOHUNROY— 
au tomography, 223 to 225. 
causes of his visit to England, 236. 
his journey to France, 926. 
his idea of God and religion, 135 f 
136, 211, 198, 207, 208. 
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RAJUIOHI’N HOY Con! a. 
t ho doctrines ol‘ Christianity pub- 
licly denied In 075, 08C», 087. 
nobody could be opposed to the 
worship taught In , 130. 
sympathy with the followers of 
Nanak, Da ikh p, Kaiuk, Santa 
and t he Savnv vms, 211. 
sv inpat hv with the Unitarians, 
* 211 . 

his love of libei t\, 923, 1)27. 
his opinion of Europeans, 230. 
speech on sett lenient by Euro- 
peans. 1M7. 

speech at London, 1)17. 
translation of the Xew Testa- 
ment at tempted, SHI, 

RAN.) IT KIND 

his power and character, 2*14. 

HATH I ION E, Mil. WlUJAM letter 
to , 1)25. 

RE-ItIKTif, I (10, 104. 

REDEEMER 

.lob XIX. 21-20, explained, 70S. 

RE DEM PTIOX - (See Ainu: ,nent.) 
wliat is meant In , 721. 

REES, Du. T. 
letter to, 021. 

REEOIIM HILL 

Rammohun Roy's joy at the pas- 
sing of, 025. 

Rata moh un lto)'s opinion on, 025. 

REtllSTRATIoX- 
of deeds, plan recommended, 248, 
240. 

REGULATION. 

(See Lute, Legislation, Codifica- 
tion.) 

RENT (See Kyol.) 
rates of, 272. 

rates of, what it is in tlieorv, 272, 
274. 

principle upon which it is regu- 
lated, 274. 

frequent increase of, 273. 
excessive, 201. 

further increase should be inter- 
dicted, 278, 200, 291. 


RENT - Contd . 

re-measurements to be interdict- 
ed. 27 c*. 

maximum to be fixed. 200, 305. 
how paid, 274. 

arrears how realized, 275, 270. 
ahwabs ,280. 

REPENTANCE (KeeK/i,.) 
scriptural passage's .-mewing 
repent auce sutticient for the 
forgiveness of sin, 00,5, 000, 718. 
REPORTS 

Law Reports, want of, 241. 
RESUMPTION (See Lit kite mi.) 
REVENUE 

from whom collected In (Joveru- 
ment . 275. 

arrears, imprisonment for non- 
realizat ion of, 281. 
arrears how realized, 275, 270. 
proportion of the arrears, 1 75. 

REVENUE COURTS (Nee Collec- 
tors.) 

REVENUE SA LE 
abuses of, 277. 
remedy proposed, 277. 
how conducted, 270. 
what indulgence given to the de- 
faulter, 270. 

warning gixen to the defaulter, 
270. 

cause's of frequent sales of lands, 
281. 

purchased at , who are, 270. 

REVENUE SYSTEM 
(See Zamindar, Henna nent Settle- 
ment, Itmd, Kind leary System.) 
under the Mahomedan Rule*, 271, 
272, 281). 

deviation from the System of 
Lord Cornwallis regretted, 285. 
reduction of Revenue Establish- 
ment proposed, 21)1 to 21)3. 

RICKARDS, Mr. (S on Natives of 
India.) 

Rickards’ “India,” letters from, 
1)27, 1)28. 

RIG VERA. (See* Hunting of iei- 
dows.) 
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RITES— (Hoc Hinduism.) 
observance of, lit for the igno- 
rant and should not be taught 
by the learned, 346. 
not indispensable to the acquisi- 
tion of the knowledge of God, 
15, 16, 129. 

do not lead to salvation, 25, 839, 
345, 346. 

observance of religious rites only 
selfish, 75. 
loads to misery, 75. 
source of pain according to Upa- 
nishad and Bhagavadgita, 327. 

RYOTS— (See Rent) 
condition of, 278, 280. 
mode of improving the condition 
of, suggested, 278. 
physical condition of, 295. 
incapability to accumulate capi- 
tal, 282. 

rate of wages, 297. 
their food, 297. 
houses, 298. 
clothing, 298. 

their position under the Mahomc 
dan liule, 289. 
rights of Khndkasht,— 272. 
who are Khudkasht Ryots, 272. 
rights violated, 288. 

Khudkasht— little benefited by 
t he Regulations of 1793, 289. 
how treated by middlemen, 279. 
protection of, laws not suffioibnt 
for, 279. 

how justice and protection can 
be secured for ryots, 278, 279. 

RYOTWARY SYSTEM 
compared with the zeouuuary 
system, 280, 304. 

abuses by subordinate officers 
and their remedies, 281, 282. 
Collectors should not have the 
power of Magistrates, 282. 
evils of, 281, 303. 
stateme.it regarding the, m 
Madras, 304. 

SABAT- 

a convert*— his works against 
Christianity, 557. 


SABBAfrH- 

momlng service quoted, 750. 
healing, 520, 531. 

SABELLIUS— 
his opinion about Jesus. 761. 

SACRIFICE. iSoe Hites, atone- 
ment.) 

obedience better than, 701. 
not sufficient for salvation, 699. 

SANKER SASTRI— 
probably an Englishman, 89. 
controversy wi*h him, 89—100. 

SANKHYA- 
attacked, 151. 
vindicated, 158. 

SALVATION. (So Beatitude .) A 
cannot be obtainod by faith in 
Christ, 554. 

cannot be obtained bv dogmas, 
553. 

sacrifice not sufficient for, 699. 
precepts of Jesus sufficient for, 
691 694. 

knowledge oi God is the only wav 
to, 110. 

the only means of attaining, 227. 
obedience to God sufficient for, 
555 

SAVIOUR 

epithet explained, 605. 

the epithet applied to many in 
the scripture, 605, 655,716, 719, 
720. 

Jesus is a saviour for inculcating 
the word of God, 605. 

term applied to Christ alone in 
the Now Testament, 789. 

SCRIPTURES- 

their translation in Bengalee not 
read, 884. 

present used for the future in, 
585. 

mode of reconcilling apparent 
contradictions in, 631 
difficulties arising from neglect- 
ing this mode, 631. 

SERMON ON THE Mount, 487. 



Index. 


975 


ftllAMACHAK DUUPAN 
attack against Hindus im by, 147. 
strict utres against Hindu philoso- 
phy, 149, 150, 139. 

£IN- 

its dcflnitioi 40. 
unconnected with die*! and rites, 
46. 

of two kinds, 190. 
expiation of, 184. 
forgiven freely according to 
scripture's, 723. 

v hot her it is self-suflicienoy to 
expect to In' saved by repen- 
tance, and virtuous life', 197. 
forgivemess obtained by ropen- 
tanee only, .m 2, ’>72, 09a. 

Jesus’ power e>f forgiving- di^- 
e'USHe'd, :>89. 790, 818 -870. 
angels also forgive sin, 008. 
committed against t lit* infinite is 
not infinite, 729. 
punishment of, 187. 
eternal punishment of 
unreasonable, 729. 
everlast ing lire', &e\, in the* ori- 
ginal Um'k e1oe*s not mean 
eternal, 729. 
ftlNOIXC. 

in divine' coutemplalion authoriz- 
ed b\ Yajnavaikya, 94. 

ftKANRA PUKANA. (&'<’ llnrnin<i 
of widows, Custom.) 

SON OK (U>1) - (Se*e */ csie.s.) 
angels of (toil and some ane-ieuts 
calb'd. 777. 

SOUL 

what it is, .72. ] 72, 173. 

SIM It IT UAL DEVOTION (Sec 
Worship.' 
oi t\u> kinels, 208. 

SPIRITUAL TEACHER (Sec 
Hunt.) 

ft K KEKlll ftl 1 N A T AREA LAX K A 1 * 
when did In' flourish, 128 

STEPHEN 

his invocation before' death ex- 
plained, 870. 


fiCBRAHMANNYA SHASTRl- 
controversy wRh him, 129-181. 
SUDD K R AMINS 


their powers, 243. 

new arrangements suggested, 247 


SUDDKIt DEWANY ADAWLAT 
the ability of the Judges, 273. 
suggestions for improving, 273. 
should have the' power of issuing 
writ of Habeas corpus, 2-73. 
pleaders of, 217. 

SUDOKU NIZAM UT A DA W LPT 
competency of the' .lodges. 201 
procedure of, 200. 

SUDRAS 

capable of the knowledge id Cod. 
130. 

SUICIDE 
bv pilgrims, 100. 
by widows, 100. 

SUPREME HEIM; (Sec God. 
I>rihi, V'danta , Worship.) 
ace-urate and positive knowledge 
of, not possible, 7, 40, 183. 
known b\ li i s works. 7, K. 
nature' ol, 23. 
descrilNNl, 8, 20. 28, 39. 10. 
persons e'ntith'd to worship. 70 
worship ol. to be* taught to. ill 
138. 

worship ol. praci icable. ua\ ob- 
lig.it or \, 123. 

SUPREME COURT 
enormous cost to suile>rs. 287. 
the' above' pointe'el out by two 
miccosmn e grand jnrie's, 287. 
ewtemsion of its jurisdiet ion whe 
ther ad\ isable*, 287. 

SUTTEE (St‘i‘ linmiiKjn} widows, 

TA LM U I ) S.\ Ml E DR I M film w « 

Isaiah IX. 0, referred te> JJe/i* 
kiah, 073. 

TAXTUAS 
t heir indecency . 99, 
attae-ke'el, 179. 
vindicated, 101 |o HM>. 
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TARGITM -(See Jonathan.) 

THEISM — (See God, Worship.) 
defence of Hindu, 89 to 100, 
TOLERATION— 
iu religion, 211, 212, 

TRADE - 

effects of op ining I lie Indian, 288. 
TRANSMIGRATION-- 100, 105. 
TRIBUTE (Nee India.) 

TRINITY (See Jesus, Holy Ghost.) 
argument. drawn from the analogy 
of soul, will and perception 
considered, 002. 

mathematical argument in sup- 
port of, 007. 

Mr. Serle's argument, 008. 
theories contradictory regarding, 
1811, 100. 

theory of l)r. Waterland, 189. 
of Dr. Wallis, 181). 

Dr. Taylor, 189. 

Arch hi shop Seeker, 189. 
Archbishop Tillotson, 189. 
Bishop Bull, 189. 

Pearson and Dr. Owen, 189. 
Bishop Burgess, 189. 

Dr. Thomas Burnet, 190. 

Bishop Oast, roll, 190. 

Mr. Howe, 190. 

Bishop Holier, 191 § 

Locke and Newton did not believe 
in, 000. 

condemned, 170, 187. 
dialogue between a missionary 
and three Chinese converts, 
911 to 91.1. 

Dcxtkixk, not taught by the 
apostles, 026 to 028. 
lirst. introduced in the fourth 
century, 027. 

primitive Christians did not con- 
sider belief in - inlispensable, 
028. 

history of the doctrine, 027—029. 
prevail nee of polytheistical ideas* 
tins reason of its acceptance at 
the Conned of Nice, 029, 

Tkiim not found in the scrip- 
tures. 73n. 


TRINITY- Contd. 

believed because taught in youth, 
171,030,088. 

Passages in the Old Testament 
in support of—, examined, 730 
to 700. 

holy thrice repeated, its effect, 
025. 

I John Y. 7, an interpolation, (*25, 

020 . 

plural number expresses respect, 
024, 025. 

Hindu doctrine compared with. 
030, 675, 874. 

TUHFATUL MUWAHH1DDIN- 
941 to 957. 

TYTLER, Du. — 

controversy with, 891 to 908. 

UNITARIAN ASSOCIATION— 
speech of Raunnohun Roy at, 917. 
918. 

UNITARIAN Socie r A of Cal- 
cutta— 

the condition of, 922. 

UNITARIANS— 

their worship why preferred, 20* 
- 203. 

Rammohun Roy's sympathy with 
them, 211. 

UNITY OF GOD. (See God.) 

UPANIKHAD. (Sec Mundakopani- 
sluid, Kenopunishad , Kuthopdni- 
*hud f Iwjxmisluuh /Mrs, Burn- 
ing of widows.) 

VEDAS— 

all prove the unity of God, 10. 
defence of the Monotheistical 
system, 105 to 120. 
do not consider rites excellent, 
345 to 340. 

VEDANTA— (See Education , Maya.) 
abridgment of the—, 1 to 17. 
explains why the Vedas call space 
and other things God, 10. 
Pantheism distinguished from 
Vedantism, 69, 123. 
attacked, 149. 
vindicated 151, 152. 
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VEDANTA— (Co«td.) 
it* doctrines explained, 181 .to 
188. 

similes of, explained, 168. 
attributes of God, 188. 
not atheistic, 562. 
ignorance of the real nature of 
God declared by the scriptures, 
as well as by tne— , 568. 
worship of Hupreme Being practi- 
cable according to, nay obliga- 
tory, 128. 

VICARIOUS SACRIFICE. (8ec 
Atonement.) 

VIRGIN 

in.Old Testament did not refer 
to Mary, 648 to 645, 765 — 767. 
mis-translation of Isaiah XXIII. 
12, 767. 

VISHNU. (See li timing of widows, 

Mother.) 

VRIHA8PATI. (See Mother, Dau- 
ghter.) 

VYA8A— (See Mother.) 
worship according to, 207, 208. 

WAGES 

rate of — of the peasantry and la- 
bourers in India, 297. 

WARE, Rkv. Hknry — 
letter to, 875 to 885. 

WIDOWS (See Burning of wi- 
dows.) 

their miserable condition, 878, 
879. 

Manuon the duties of widows, 
825,828. 

Yajnavalkya on ditto, 825. 
by asceticism may attain salva- 
tion, 348. 

rights according to Mitakshara 
and Dayabhaga, 891 to 398. 
entitled to dispose of husband's 
property according to Mitak- 
shara, 891. 

WIFE— 

control of husbands over—, not 
sufficient guard against sin, 881. 


WILL — 

known to Hindoos, 427 to 429, 48R» 
Sanskrit terms for it, 488. 

WOMEN- (See Mother, Daughter.) 
capable of the knowledge of God. 

180,351,861. 
knowers of God, 180. 
not inferior in unders tand ing, 860. 
education of, neglected, 861. 
more faithful than men, 861. 
their miserable condition des- 
cribed, 862, 878, 879. 
their rights to property, 875 to 
884. 

WOODFORD, Mr. 
letters to, 926, 927. 

WOODFORD Mrs.- 
ietter to, 924. 

WORD — (Sec Jesus.) 

John 1. 1-14, considered, 648, 829 
to 838. 

WORKS— (See rites.) 
their influence, 160, 164-165. 

W OR8H 1 P (See Householder, A u- 
cestorst God , Brahma, Supreme 

Being.) 

of inferior gods enjoined to the 
incapable, 13, 1 08. 

mode enjoined in the Vedas, 14. 
God the sole object of, 18. 
of God not impossible, 128. 
of the Supreme Being, persons 
desirous are entitled to it, 70. 

of the Supreme Being, should be 
taught to all, 188. 

what is, 185. 

different modes of, 207-208. 
what it should be, 541. 
mode of true, 122, 128, 186, 187. 

good action and command over 
the passions and senses indis- 
pensable in, 14, 20. 

morality, observance of, a part of 
the worship of God and indis- 
pensable for it, 14, 106, 185. 
docs not consist in gestures, of 
the body, 198. 
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WORSHIP— Contd. 

whether regulation of food and 
conduct necessary, 187, 141. 

sacred authorities, 188. 

singing and dancing in, 94. 

was Rammohun Roy hostile to 
any form of—, 186. 

its meaning in the Scriptures, 595, 
782. 

prophets accept worship, 595, 781 
782. 

worship sometimes means token 

of civil respect, 782. 


YAJNAVALB^YA. (See House- 
holder, Oayatri , Singing , Marri- 
age, Widows , Mother , Polygamy , 
Daughter.) 

YATES, Rev. Mu- 
translation of the New Testament 
commenced by Rammohun Roy 
with, 884. 

YATI. (See Householder .) 

YOGA- 
what it is, 59. 

ZEMINDARS— (See Permanent 
Settlement.) 

their position under the Moha- 
medan rule, 271, 289. 






